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Abstract in English 
This project report aims at providing with an insight to the advantages, but perhaps more 
interestingly, the challenges that online communication pose to the creation of social movements 
initiating on the Internet. 
The analysis of the empirical data focuses on the online activism strategies of Amnesty 
International, especially online petitions, as a humanitarian organization which organizes 
worldwide political action by combining new and old media technologies, and the influence that 
these strategies have on the participatory behaviour of their supporters. Using a qualitative 
research approach to obtain data, research was conducted as well as interviews and a 
questionnaire.  
 The findings in this report point to both the potentials and the limitations of employing 
the online realm as a field for social and political action, particularly in terms of developing 
strategies for creating new forms of engagement, persuading people to take action and creating 
new forms of communities around the online activism campaigns. 
Abstract in Danish 
I dette projekt søger vi at give et indblik i de fordele, men måske mere interessant, de 
udfordringer, som online kommunikation udgør for skabelse af sociale bevægelser påbegyndt på 
internettet. 
Analysen af empirien fokuserer på de online strategier rundt aktivisme fra Amnesty 
International, især online andragender, som en humanitær organisation, som organiserer 
verdensomspændende politisk handling ved at kombinere nye og gamle medieteknologier, og 
den indflydelse, som disse strategier har på participatorisk adfærd af deres tilhængere. Ved hjælp 
af en kvalitativ forskningstilgang til at indhente data, blev forskning udført som interviews og et 
spørgeskema. 
Resultaterne i denne rapport peger på både muligheder og begrænsninger ved at tage i 
brug Internettet som et felt for social og politisk handling, navnlig med hensyn til at udvikle 
strategier til at  skabe nye former for engagement, at overtale folk til at tage handling og at 
opbygge nye former for fællesskaber omkring online aktivisme kampagner. 
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1. Introduction. 
This project work aimed at exploring the issue of what are the advantages and disadvantages to 
be found in the use of online communication as a tool for socio-political action. More 
specifically, we want to understand how these actions can make a change in boosting a positive 
outcome in addition to other forms of socio-political activism. For this, we wanted to analyse the 
perception that people have of online activism, and to do so, we are putting our scope on the 
online strategy of Amnesty International. Amnesty International is a Non Governmental 
Organisation with a long tradition of humanitarian aid that dates back to 1961, and which has 
acquired a new added dimension towards activism with the use of new technologies, especially 
the Internet and social media. 
The reasons for choosing Amnesty International as our case study could be summarized 
as follows: it is internationally-oriented; it is supported by big membership; it has a proven 
record of contribution to big stories of success and change; it is built upon humanitarian values; 
it is financed by particular contributors and not by governments or corporations—which infers 
that it is politically unbiased—and it has a very big presence in online activism. 
 The interest in picking this subject for study comes as a shared interest into further 
understanding which are the current strategies within online activism and what are the challenges 
to this field. Online activism is not a newly born form of activism: it can be traced back to the 
1990s and the surge of the web 2.0 movement in 2000, but in recent years, with the expansion of 
social networks, online activism has found a new field on which to develop in significantly new 
ways. 
What we aimed to do research on and learn about is how collective action can make the 
actions of individuals gain strength thanks to mutual support. Additionally, we raised the concern 
of whether collective action as mediated by ‘new technologies’—the Internet—is really 
effective, and what are the tools deployed to make Internet activities have an actual impact 
offline. 
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Accordingly, this is the research question we wanted to address: 
How do the different communication strategies employed by online 
political/social activism campaigns influence the characteristics (and outcomes) of 
participatory collective action by their supporters, as exemplified by Amnesty 
International? 
 
In order to study the matter, it was important to question whether there is a ‘real’ way to 
do online activism, or if there is a way that can be said to be more communicatively right or 
effective. 
Additionally, in order to guide the research we have conducted, we raised several 
working questions that would be relevant for the analysis contained in this project (Chapter 5). 
-  What are the strategies to inform citizens? 
- What are the strategies for taking action? 
- What are the strategies for community building? 
 
Approaching the organisations 
Amnesty International is one of the largest–—over 3 million members and 
subscribers—non-governmental organisations in the world. It was founded in London in 1961 
and is mainly focused on human rights. The organisation was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 
1977
1
. 
The organisation claims to have the objective “to conduct research and generate action to 
prevent and end grave abuses of human rights, and to demand justice for those whose rights have 
been violated.”2 Amnesty International declares itself to be independent from any ideology, and 
it also is politically, economically and financially independent, although there is a criticism 
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towards them regarding some issues. For example, “Amnesty International has been accused of 
ideological bias by many governments of non-Western countries, including those of, the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, the People's Republic of China, Vietnam, and Russia who 
have attacked Amnesty International for what they assert is one-sided reporting or a failure to 
treat threats to security as a mitigating factor.”3 
Nowadays, there are six key areas which Amnesty International deals with: rights for 
women, children, minorities and indigenous; ending torture; abolition of the death penalty; rights 
for refugees; rights for prisoners of conscience; and the protection of human dignity. 
Amnesty makes use of different channels to communicate. In 2000, Amnesty 
International launched its first digital campaign, “Stamp Out Torture, its third campaign against 
torture. This international first campaign won The Revolution Awards 2001, for ‘best use of 
email’.”4 As the organisation has been growing with time, it has increased the digital 
environment it works with. 
Later on, we will analyse the different online channels that Amnesty International is 
currently using, as well as their way to address the message in each channel used. 
Center for Artistic Activism is a place to explore, analyse, and strengthen connections 
between social activism and artistic practice.  “Creative activism is more than just an innovative 
tactic, it is an entire approach: a perspective, a practice, a philosophy.”5 The interview with 
Stephen Duncombe was conducted at the Royal Library in Copenhagen. He is the co-founder of 
the center, professor and writer from New York who has devoted his adult life to activism.  
As a teacher and writer on the topic, and earlier organizer of several action groups, he has 
first-hand knowledge of most forms of activism, and believes it is all about taking the first step 
over the curb. We wanted to make use of his view as an expert on activism. 
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A historical approach to online activism 
The term “activism” was originally coined in 1947 by Arthur Schlesinger Jr., who used 
the term “judicial activism” in a Fortune magazine article titled “The Supreme Court: 1947.” But 
the act of activism can be said to belong to a much older era. People like Martin Luther King, 
Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther or even Jesus and Moses may be considered as activists, even 
though they lived in very  different contexts. They were able to gather and lead vast groups of 
people with a shared interest, and who would fight against what they thought was injustice. 
Fast forwarding to the arrival of the Internet, this technological revolution allowed for the 
opening of new tools to spread the word and get a lot more people involved. Online activism is 
considered to have first started in 1990. In that year, a product called Lotus Marketplace: 
Households was released, aiming to revolutionize the marketing industry. The product, 
developed by the software company Lotus together with the credit bureau Equifax, consisted of a 
database which contained the names, addresses and purchasing behaviour of 120 million 
Americans in a CD-ROM. 
Instead of this event becoming the beginning of a revolution, it first raised concerns about 
consumer privacy. Then, wary consumers made use of the email and message boards to organize, 
with the primary goal of contacting the developers and opt out of the database. As a result, 
around 30,000 people followed suit, causing Lotus and Equifax to eventually decide not to 
release the database. By using online ways of engagement, the users managed to make a change. 
It was therefore the first online activism campaign. 
In what concerns the more political sphere, we can trace the first online activism 
campaign in the Zapatista movement, led by the revolutionary left party EZLN in Mexico in 
1994
6
. Their aim was to make use of non-violent tactics to help the indigenous people from 
Chiapas receive benefits from the natural resources in the region. 
They made use of the email and usenet groups as well as DDoS
7
 attacks to bring down 
government websites in order to gain attention. The movement is still active today and they still 
use the same tactics than back in 1994. 
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As for the first online activism platform launched, we can trace it back to 1998. In the 
United States, while the Congress was deliberating on how to deal with Bill Clinton’s affair, 
Joan Blades and Wes Boyd, two entrepreneurs from Silicon Valley, used the web to launch an 
online petition called “Censure President Clinton and Move On to Pressing Issues Facing the 
Nation.” This was dubbed MoveOn.org, and in the course of a week it gathered 100,000 
signatures, which then rose to half a million. Today MoveOn.org is a 5 million member site 
which encourages users to propose ideas for political change
8
. 
The year 1999 could be associated with the rising of online petition platforms
9
. Platforms 
such as PetitionOnline, iPetitions or GoPetitions were established that year. They all provided 
with more user-friendly interfaces as compared to the previous e-mail and forum-based petitions. 
Despite this, they were criticized for their lax requirements to join. The biggest resulting 
mobilization of people took place in February, 2008, when more than 12 million people across 
the world marched against Las FARC, a guerrilla faction that has been terrorizing Colombia for 
decades. The movement was partly created by a Facebook group, “Un Millón de Voces Contra 
Las FARC.” The group rapidly gathered thousands of members, which led Oscar Morales, the 
promoter, to organize a march that had huge response. 
 
2. Theoretical framework. 
In order to build the theoretical framework that supports this project work, we present seven 
approaches to the field of online communication, which we will relate to online activism. The 
theories we have selected are relevant as they provide us with a relevant insight into people’s 
relationships in an era of computer technology, as seen in Personal connections in the digital 
age (Baym, 2010); virtual communities and computers as a medium for online communication, 
as explained through Wood & Smith in Online Communication. Linking Technology, Identity 
& Culture (2005);  the concept of web 2.0 as an extension to computer mediated communication 
and the founding principles for online activism, based on the social dynamics of Web 2.0 
described by Katerelos and Tsekeris (2014) and by Fuchs in Social Media, a critical 
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introduction (2014); the power of communication networks as seen by Castells (2009); 
theory of groups (Olson, 1965 & 1971) and convergence culture by Jenkins (2008). 
A) Personal connections in the digital age. 
In the first place, the text by Baym (2010) is interesting in that it raises concerns about 
the presence of individuals in the online sphere. Taking a quite philosophical stance, the author 
speaks out the increasingly common concern that people are communicating in such a mediated 
way (through the use of new media and technologies) that it seems hard to distinguish whether 
people are interacting more than ever before, or are they instead isolating themselves to 
unprecedented levels. 
Baym brings a series of concepts which aim to explain the role that people play in this 
interconnectedness of the digital age, including interactivity, temporal structure, social cues, 
storage, replicability, reach and mobility. From the text we also learn of interesting concepts 
such as the notion of netizens. Netizens is the term to describe anybody who is “an active 
participant in the online community of the Internet”10, a term which we borrow from Baym’s text 
to define the target population of this project work. 
From Baym (2010), it is worth looking at how the author notes that online groups are 
increasingly developing “a strong sense of group membership” (2010: 72). This is interesting in 
addition to the idea of how webs of personal connection are transcending time and space, thus 
creating new social formations, rights and responsibilities (Rheingold, 1993). The idea of time 
and space reflects one of the core principles of online interactions in user-mediated platforms, as 
it can be said that people participate in online forums, groups, networks and the like because 
what they are seeking as a result is to join others with whom they share any feature they have in 
common. Nevertheless, there might also be a problem in this way of constructing new social 
formations online, since we risk that through our increasing engagement with just the online 
sphere of communities, we might be already going too far with “bowling alone”, to borrow 
Robert Putnam’s picturing of the American society (Putnam, 1995). Despite this, there seems not 
to be a proper “yes or no” answer yet to find out what is the role people play online, since they 
also “tend to doubt the authenticity of social connections sustained through new media and 
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question their impact on interpersonal, local, and national civic and political engagement” 
(Baym, 2010: 73). We will see further on whether the platform we are to analyse, Amnesty 
International, makes users fall into this state of collective isolation, or is it possible that online 
relationships and actions are as valid as those perpetrated offline. 
The notion of netizens also brings an interesting issue from the theoretical perspective. 
Although it can be argued that people today are ever more engaged with new technologies and, 
consequently perhaps with the Internet, there is also an increasing gap between early adopters of 
the technology and later adopters, which is what Baym terms “the digital divide.” “The digital 
divide is often framed as a simple division between those who have access to the Internet and 
those who do not.” (Baym, 2010: 18). Through Baym we learn that there is an important number 
of people that, even in the most developed countries, still do not have any access to an Internet 
connection. This is a fact that is more remarkable the farther away we move from the economies 
of the most industrialised countries. According to the latest data found in The World Bank 
statistics of 2012
11, this “digital divide” ranges from an 80-96 per cent of Internet use in the 28 
most “connected” countries in the world, which matches with some of the most advanced 
economies, to 50 per cent or less in the 130 less “connected” countries, including 13 countries 
for which there is no data available. 
In the case of this project, still, it is interesting to explore whether there exists any form 
of digital divide between the people who make use of online platforms as a way to engage in 
activism, compared to those who do not have the chance to take part in activism in neither of its 
latest forms, namely social networks. This concern surges as it might be the case that, leaving 
aside the discussion of whether online activism per se is an effective tool or not, the potential 
users may have limited access to the tools provided by the platforms if, at first stance, they do 
not even have the chance to participate online. Nevertheless, throughout the analysis we find out 
alternative ways that can help bridge the gap in this digital divide. 
In line with the digital divide, Baym claims in her text that “the Internet and other new 
media are frequently depicted as causing social isolation” (2010: 37), adding that “these 
[visions] perpetuate fears that communication technologies will take us farther apart from one 
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another, leading us to cocoon in highly selective groups of like others, embracing machines 
instead of people. These rhetorics are predictable, and tell us as much—if not more—about 
society than they tell us about technologies” (Baym, 2010: 38-39). The term social isolation 
seems quite contradictory when we deal with a type of technology that is termed within the 
social media spectrum. But it is interesting as it seems unclear whether using social media is 
making users actually become more social, or less. And the problem with this behaviour is that 
people might no longer relate to each other as subjects, but just as online selves. It could be 
argued that the depersonalisation brings about advantages in that people are anonymous and thus 
can feel safe whenever joining any activity on the web, and it is this anonymity what may take 
them to participate online instead of offline. The analysis presented later in this report will 
provide the answers to this issue. 
To add a further perspective to the possible theoretical explanations for what would make 
people participate in online activism, we can look deeper at the anonymity aspect of online 
activism. In Baym’s text, anonymity seems to be an important tool for redistributing social 
power among users, which would result in “echoing the visions of blurred social status” (Baym, 
2010: 54). The benefits of anonymity could seem evident if we conceive it as an opportunity to 
take action without any direct repercussions, if the fear towards challenging the big problems of 
today could be a reason why people do not take more direct action in tackling world problems. 
Nevertheless, it is also worth noting the other side of the coin, as the problem that we could come 
across with anonymity is that “when the groups decide via computer, people have difficulty 
discovering how other group members feel. It is hard for them to reach consensus” (Sproull & 
Kiesler, 1991: 65-66). 
 
B) Computer Mediated Communication and virtual communities. 
When dealing with online platforms in which the medium for communication is 
computer-based, we need to have a theoretical support that will make us understand the 
principles lying beneath online communication and how virtual communities are formed. 
Therefore, a good start seems to be the following approach to what Wood & Smith (2005), in 
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Online communication. Linking technology, identity & culture, term CMC: Computer Mediated 
Communication. 
 Studying CMC is interesting as a way to explore “the blurring of technology with our 
everyday lives” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 5), in the same lines with the focus of this project, which 
aims at understanding how new technologies can become an intrinsic part of the day-to-day of 
online activism. This blending of technology and everyday life “increasingly appears to blur any 
distinction between these terms” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 5), and it is from this stance that the 
project wants to address the issue of online activism. 
 Computer Mediated Communication provides with theory regarding the foundational tool 
for online communication. In CMC we find three relevant elements that define the features of the 
tools people use to communicate online, and we could say that these are extensible to our 
particular case study, that is, platforms for online activism. The elements are: multimedia, 
interactivity and synchronicity (Newhagen & Rafaeli, 1996). 
 Multimedia: the Web can communicate today through very different channels, be them 
text, image, sound or video (Wood & Smith, 2005). The element of multimedia is interesting 
when studying online communication platforms, since it is with the addition of the 
aforementioned elements, possible to build a platform such as those online from the case study 
website. In regards to the issue of online activism, we find that the use of multimedia platforms 
potentially allows users to access information that is presented on many different channels, 
which at the same time are all interconnected. Multimedia, in theory, would provide online 
activism with media that can help spread awareness, but it is the task of this project to find out 
the chances that actions will or will not get stuck in the process. 
Interactivity: this term is defined as “the degree to which a person can manipulate the 
environment of a medium” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 55). And within interactivity, it is interesting 
to analyse the speed of interactivity, the range, and finally the mapping of the interactivity, 
which is “how the actions of a user are related to reactions in the virtual environment” (ibid.). 
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Within the online platforms, we want to learn how users conceive interactivity among 
each other and with the platforms themselves, so as to see whether they actually reckon that 
through their participation online they eventually engage with the actions that are initiated, and if 
so, how is their engagement made evident. 
Synchronicity: in CMC there is a distinction between two types of time elapse in online 
communication. These are synchronous communication and asynchronous communication: 
“Synchronous communication occurs when two or more participants are interacting in real time 
[...]. Asynchronous communication occurs when participants interact with significant spans of 
time between their exchanges” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 42). In the platforms, we want to find out 
if there are elements subject to be categorized under one of these two forms of online 
communication, as we think that the more “asynchronised” the communication is, the greater the 
chance is that the engagement of the users can be extrapolated to eventual commitment offline, 
since, “given that the authors have time to think them through, asynchronous messages tend to be 
better planned than synchronous ones” (2005: 42). Still, we have to explore if this theoretical 
statements have the same implications when we analyse our study cases. 
In online communication theory we also address communicating in virtual communities. 
This theory is relevant if we think that online platforms such as Amnesty International, appears 
to make use of the power of the Internet to, among other things, build a community. 
To understand virtual communities and what is it that make people join them, we will 
focus on the vision of Quentin Jones (1997). 
In the first place, Quentin Jones considers virtual communities to be the result of a simple 
online gathering when they feature (1) a minimum level of interactivity, (2) a variety of 
communicators, (3) a minimum level of sustained membership; and (4) a virtual common-public-
space where a significant portion of interactive group (Jones, 1997). 
A minimum level of interactivity: it is “the extent to which messages in a sequence relate 
to each other. [...] This definition of interactivity recognizes three levels of communication: two-
way non-interactive communication; reactive communication (or quasi-interactive); and fully 
interactive communication” (Jones, 1997). Then, we have to explore the different options that the 
platform offers users to take part in their respective online communities. 
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A variety of communicators: the more contributors, the better. “The second necessary 
condition, a variety of communicators, is linked to the first condition of interactivity. Clearly if 
there is only one communicator there can be no interactivity” (Jones, 1997). 
Common public space: “computer-mediated communication is, in essence, socially 
produced space” (Jones, 1997). We can see virtual communities as a commonly built-up public 
social space where people can gain access and interact with each other. 
A minimum level of sustained membership: “some authors have argued that virtual 
communities are long term, computer-mediated conversations amongst large groups [...], 
suggesting that for group-CMC to be classified as a virtual community it should have some 
degree of sustained membership” (Jones, 1997). This may also give us feedback on which to 
support the idea of online community and can help us learn what are the relations perpetrated 
among users. 
Secondly, we will proceed to expose what is it that makes people join communities 
according to the presentation brought by Wood & Smith about Nancy Baym’s conceptualization 
of the subject (Baym, 1998; in Wood & Smith, 2005). 
According to Baym (in Wood & Smith, 2005) there are five factors that make people join 
a community. These are: (1) external factors, (2) the temporal structure, (3) the infrastructure of 
the computer system, (4) the purposes of CMC use, and (5) the characteristics of the group and 
its members. 
External factors: in order to enter a virtual community, people need to learn some basics 
of what are the communication standards on which such community is based, otherwise the new 
user will not know where to start nor how to engage with others. Plus, it is particularly important 
for virtual communities to clearly show what are the tools and/or possibilities that such platform 
offers. This will affect the way a person perceives the virtual community, “leading that 
individual to feel a connection or a lack of connection within it” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 130). 
Temporal structure: within this factor we have to bear in mind the notion of the 
synchronous/asynchronous nature of CMC (explained above). In the case of this project, it is 
more interesting to study the differences in the asynchronicity of user’s activities if deployed 
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exclusively through the online platforms, and the more synchronous nature of communication 
that would lead, for example, to take further on-field action after supporting and communicating 
online a cause (e.g. spreading the word) through Amnesty’s platform. 
Infrastructure of the computer system: “[t]he more user-friendly the platform for the 
community is, the more likely people are going to want to access it” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 
130). Therefore, to explore the ways in which collective action can influence the development of 
the online actions, we shall analyse how the online platforms address users and what users think 
of these platforms. 
Purposes of CMC use: through Computer Mediated Communication we learn that the 
reason for individuals to engage in virtual communities can be to “gather the latest news on a 
topic of shared interest, and [if] one’s fellow contributors meet that desire, then a sense of 
belonging may follow” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 131). If the online platform of Amnesty 
International serves to collect information on relevant issues and thus provide users with the 
power to become aware and then act collectively, CMC is the tool for these platform to create 
this sense of community, but at the same time we have to find out if this community can get 
stuck onwards. 
Characteristics of the group and its members: “[t]here must be some commonalities 
among these members in order to sustain community” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 131). If people do 
not share a common interest, it will not be possible for the community to build up. In the same 
sense, we could argue that participating in activism online is possible because the participants 
have something in common that push them to collectively pursue a certain goal. Within CMC, 
we shall also highlight that it is not only important that potential users are committed to the 
causes; if users do not have an active and positive attitude towards CMC, it is unlikely that they 
will participate in e.g. online activism: “some people might be deeply devoted to a topic but not 
join in on the virtual community simply because they do not enjoy CMC” (Wood & Smith, 2005: 
131). 
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C) Web 2.0. 
After having exposed a brief insight of the mechanics behind Computer Mediated 
Communication, we can now continue introducing a wider socio-technical phenomenon, the so-
called web 2.0., which is useful to frame the relationships between the evolution of the Internet 
as a technology and the social practices of its users to communicate, collaborate and co-create 
the digital platforms for online activism as we know it today.  
Web 2.0 is a term that refers to the characteristics presented by some websites which go 
beyond the static nature of the web pages that formed the first ones. The term “web 2.0” was first 
coined by Darcy Dinucci in 1999, but it was Tim O’Reilly who made it popular in 2004, after the 
dot-com bubble in 2001. 
O’Reilley (2005) discuss several characteristics of the web 2.0, including radical 
decentralization; radical trust; participation instead of publishing; users as contributors; rich user 
experience; the long tail web; the web as a platform; control of one’s own data; remixing data; 
collective intelligence; attitudes; better software by more users; play; and undetermined user 
behaviour (O’Reilley, 2005). From the many characteristics that engulf the web 2.0, there are 
three that we find in O’Reilley which can be related to our topic: the web as platform; 
participation; and users as contributors (O’Reilley, 2005). These aspects could point out to the 
idea that online activism is somehow a product of this web 2.0 culture. Or at least, that web 2.0 
has a big impact not only on online activism, but also on activism as a whole. 
The web 2.0 systematically inspires and strengthens individual and collective self-
expression and improvisation, while it also rapidly fuels and spreads the flows of global activism 
and protest (Katerelos & Tsekeris, 2014). Bearing this in mind, web 2.0 and social media seem to 
be effective tools for rebellions and/or protests. This involves the dynamic interaction between 
not only web 2.0 and social life, but also between the virtual and the real (Katerelos & Tsekeris, 
2014).  
But how does then web 2.0 empower citizen participation? The real power of this 
technology for political and social life relies maybe on the variety of viewpoints that this 
interactive social networks offer, as well as the guarantee given to the individuals whose 
contributions will play a valuable role in building new knowledge (Katerelos & Tsekeris, 2014). 
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This, somehow, contributes to make more democratic virtual communities. New digital 
technologies enable anonymous people to share their own ideas or stories and to make them 
available to the whole online world, making our world perspective less dependant upon political 
or corporate interests and more reliant on information given by members of our social networks 
(Katerelos & Tsekeris, 2014). This has a negative impact on the mainstream media, which is 
losing its former position of monopoly. 
It is worth mentioning as well how virtual communities have risen as a result of the 
development of web 2.0. The concept of virtual community is older: J.C.R. Licklider and R.W. 
Taylor anticipated it in 1968, and Rheingold defined it as social aggregations that emerge from 
the Internet when people continue discussions long enough and with enough emotion to build 
real human relationships within cyberspace (Rheingold, 1993). Virtual communities are also 
built around certain needs and goals. With the arrival of web 2.0, the power of virtual 
communities became stronger. Since they are dependent upon the interaction among users, there 
is a whole new range of possibilities that web 2.0 and Social Media have to offer to the 
development of virtual communities. But Fuchs warns, and makes this clear when he states that 
Jenkins (see chapter Convergence) mistakenly assumes an automatic connection with fandom in 
popular culture and political protest, and exemplifies it with the protesters in the revolution in 
Egypt, who made use of media-like media to form communities, not fan communities, but rather 
a political community (Fuchs, 2014). The revolution was not caused by social media, but only 
supported by them. For Fuchs the point to make is that with web 2.0 there is no doubt that users 
are creative and active, but to find out how many of the users are actually active and what degree 
of activity and creativity their practices have. Fuchs thinks Jenkins overstates the activity and 
creativity of users of the web 2.0 and that there are other forces which have more influence in the 
content making process (Fuchs, 2014). 
It should be stressed that work is still needed to really fulfill all the potential of web 2.0 
(Mechant, 2012), and, as Cobo says (2012), the mere inclusion of the web 2.0 platforms cannot 
be theorised as a guarantee for citizen engagement and participation. For instance, online 
participation is different to offline political participation (Jensen et. al., 2007), but whether online 
discussion “leads to more political participation and empowerment of peripheral groups, requires 
further empirical investigation”  (Vergeer and Hermans, 2008: 52). 
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We have picked the case of the Arab Spring as a useful example to explain the power of 
social networks for social change. The digital engagement that the participants in this movement 
demonstrated might be extrapolated to addressing the need for deeper political involvement 
where governments create avenues for civic engagement which are accessible through digital 
platforms—thus further contributing to this idea of “digital democracy” (Solop, 2001; de Zúñiga 
et al., 2010). 
The tools provided by Social Media and web 2.0 may be useful for citizen involvement, 
citizen participation or transparency, but the terms are not absolute equals. There is a complex 
network of components, such as information availability, social capital, adequate social tools and 
digital literacy, each of which contributes to the creation of a climate that facilitates public 
participation (Cobo, 2012). 
Fuchs brings a viewpoint on participation and criticizes Jenkins thoughts on participatory 
culture (see chapter Convergence culture). Fuchs criticizes Jenkins for ignoring important 
aspects, and says that he is too focused on culture, but miss out on the ‘democratic’ aspect 
(Fuchs, 2014: 54). For Fuchs, participatory culture also involves questions about the ownership 
of platforms and collective decision making (2014: 55) and that for Jenkins ‘participatory 
culture’ is mostly about expression, engagement, creation, experience—and not about how these 
practices are entangled into capital accumulation. “An Internet that is dominated by corporations 
that accumulate capital by exploiting and commodifying users can in the theory of participatory 
democracy never be participatory, and the cultural expression on it cannot be an expression of 
participation” (2014: 57). Fuchs writes that the important goals for Jenkins are to highlight the 
connection between companies and consumers, and that it sounds like a celebration of 
participatory culture, but that he ignores some of the downsides, like exploitation of users, 
concerns about privacy, and surveillance, to mention a few (Fuchs, 2014). Writing about 
participatory culture, but not about the participatory democracy, Fuchs states that Jenkins’ 
concept is only denoted to a “harmless concept mainly created by white boys with toys who love 
their toys” (ibid), or in other words that he sees Jenkins’ approach as superficial, made for and by 
people who have forgotten to add perspectives, reflection and rational thought.  
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The new role of users as contributors provide with a two-side perspective (web user/web 
owner) to the information flow, which is a feature that might benefit online activism. However, 
we shall note that there are several critiques concerning this aspect which want to take down the 
aura of optimism that seems to have arisen around web 2.0. These claims include that users of 
web 2.0 are more passive users than active creators (van Dijck, 2009), or that using the term 
“web 2.0” is contradictory, which would therefore mean that it also serves dominative interests 
(Cammaerts, 2008), and that “[o]n the level of the power relations of the Internet, it is just as 
unlikely that nothing changes at all as it is unlikely that there is a radical change, because at a 
certain level of its organisation capitalism requires change and novelty in order to stay the same 
and continue to exist” (Fuchs, 2014). 
This growth of digital knowledge based on a greater contribution and creation of 
information by the users, seems to contribute to develop and increase democratic participation in 
social life, and can foster the construction of new forms of community (Katerelos & Tsekeris, 
2014). This might motivate the next generation—the so-called netizens12—to become self-
educators, to produce and share information which will be critical to future political and social 
engagement (Katerelos & Tsekeris, 2014).  
In the following section we will look deeper on the idea of personal connections from the 
point of view of social change and how social networks can contribute to boost its potential. For 
this, we will follow the approach offered by Manuel Castells (2011) in his book Communication 
Power. 
 
D) Communication power. 
“Social change is multidimensional, but ultimately contingent on a change in mentality, 
both for individuals and collectives” (Castells, 2011: 299). Castells aims in Communication 
Power at the importance of mass communication in social changes. The world is living a new era 
where the Internet and social networks have become significant at several levels. 
                                               
12
 Marc Prensky, 2011. 
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Throughout history, communication and information have become key sources of power 
and counter-power, of domination and social change. This is due to the growing importance of 
public opinion, the way the society thinks determines norms and values on which communities 
are built. “Any structural change in the values institutionalized in a given society is the result of 
social movement” (Castells, 2011: 301). This movement starts with a cultural change in people’s 
mentality which leads to a political change and finally to social change, and they are built in 
communicating messages. 
Communication networks are capable of connecting diversified societies and include a 
much greater amount of people to spread a multiplicity of messages in the public sphere. There 
are many cases where online communication have been the foundational key for success. An 
example of network communication power would be the case of the Zapatista (EZLN) uprising 
on January 1st, 1994 in Chiapas (Mexico) where “globalized communication enable[d] the 
Zapatistas to distribute their messages internationally and mobilize national and international 
constituencies on their behalf” (Schulz, 1998: 605). The power of networks can be better 
understood from the conceptualization proposed by Grewal (2008) to theorize globalization from 
the perspective of network analysis. In this view, globalization involves social coordination 
between multiple networked actors. 
The platform to analyse in this text, that of Amnesty International, makes use of  Internet 
tools to expand their messages and to reach more people beyond physical limits or boundaries, so 
the control of socialized communication makes the social change easier. The level of 
involvement of the Internet users is much higher, since it is easier to support online petitions 
from anywhere in the world.  
There are three key steps to start a social movement to achieve a social change. The first 
one is to create a transnational communication network, which is easier on the Internet using 
platforms such as those mentioned above; the second is to gather heterogeneous groups of people 
to fight for a common goal; and finally it ought to get public opinion attention and support. Even 
though the change initiates in the individual mentality, it is important to create a “community” 
where people feel identified with the cause they are fighting for: “movements that emerge from 
networks of individuals reaching to perceived oppression, and then transforming their shared 
protest into a community of practice [...] these communities often become trenches of resistance 
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against a social order perceived as alien and imposed by force, when the institutions that used to 
provide security no longer work properly” (Castells, 2011: 362). 
In the following section we will further explore the issue of networks and communities 
with the help of Mancur Olson (1965 & 1971). 
 
E) Collective action and theory of groups. 
In this part we will follow Mancur Olson’s theory of groups (1965 & 1971), which we 
find applicable to understand what is the logic behind gatherings of people, and how that can be 
furthered towards convergence culture (Jenkins, 2006). Collective action is a theory that dates 
back to a time when social media and online platforms like we know them today, did not exist. 
Therefore, we will use this theory not to compare it with the phenomena taking place today, but 
only to apply the fundamentals in theory of groups to see how could it correlate to group 
formation within online platforms and online activism. 
We have to note that, according to Olson, “the traditional view is that private 
organisations and groups are ubiquitous, and that this ubiquity is due to a fundamental human 
propensity to form and join associations” (1965 & 1971: 17). Therefore, provided that groups 
have a “shared interest”, as we saw when discussing Computer Mediated Communication (Wood 
& Smith, 2005), we could add here that people do naturally gather when they share a feeling or 
ideology, as in the case of collective action there may lie some natural human inclination towards 
gathering: “it could be the supposed ‘instinct’ or ‘tendency’ to form and join associations” 
(Olson, 1965 & 1971: 19). Anyway, we have to study the strategies that make members join the 
communities, because, if “the average person does not in fact typically belong to large voluntary 
associations” (Olson, 1965 & 1971: 20), the communication efforts of the organisations should 
aim at challenging this. In this sense, the analysis should help clarify the answer to the question 
of association and collective action. 
The theory of groups has an especially relevant approach in that it provides with an 
overview of what Olson terms “taxonomy of groups” (1965 & 1971). Within taxonomy, it is 
interesting to note “whether any two or more members of the group have a perceptible 
22 
interdependence, that is, [...] whether the contribution or lack of contribution of anyone 
individual in the group will have a perceptible effect on the burden or benefit of any other 
individual or individuals in the group” (Olson, 1965 & 1971: 45). In this sense, we want to 
understand how, whenever people participate online with Amnesty International, they do or do 
not feel this sense of “interdependence” and “contribution.” Then, we have to analyse how 
through each user’s contributions, in addition to the rest of the users, there is any feeling of 
interdependence that makes them form as a group. 
This theory also points to the differences to be found in the capability of organisation of 
groups depending on their size, “for the larger the group the more difficult it will be to locate and 
organize even a subset of the group” (Olson, 1965 & 1971: 46). In the analysis we have to look 
at this aspect to discuss what makes online activism work opposite to this idea, since the purpose 
of having online presence seems to be that, the more people join and, consequently, the larger the 
group, the easier it is to reach their goals. Olson looks at the dilemma of how “the larger the 
group[,] the more difficult it will be to locate and organize even a subset of the group” (1965 & 
1971: 46), but taking an updated stance towards this statement, we will later analyse whether the 
matter of size is now an advantage, thanks to the potential of new technologies, or could it be 
that this is also problematic within online activism. 
 
F) Convergence culture. 
Henry Jenkins’ (2006) aim in his book Convergence Culture: Where Old and New Media 
Collide, is to look at how convergence thinking reshapes culture. It is fundamental the 
relationship that has been created between “the media convergence, the participatory culture and 
collective intelligence” (Jenkins, 2006: 3). Convergence mainly means the flow of content across 
media platforms, the cooperation between media industries and the migratory behaviour of the 
audiences, who pass from site to site in search of entertainment (Jenkins, 2006).  
The idea of Jenkins’ convergence culture (2006) can be related to this project to the 
extent that the flow of content depends mainly on users’ participation and interaction. This is 
also the case with the topic of this project, online activism, where these platforms empower users 
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to take action to make pressure on global, regional and national issues. This model allows 
individual efforts to combine into a collective force. 
Jenkins (2006) claims that convergence culture represents a variation in the public’s 
relationship with media. This convergence culture is related in the first place to popular culture, 
where the process of meaning-making has an impact on the further operations of social 
institutions. And here is where we find commonalities with the global objective of Amnesty 
International: to have an impact on specific issues and to make change. 
It is also important to focus on the media. Jenkins (2006) looks upon the concept of 
“transmedia storytelling”, which he defines as a technique of telling a story across media13. The 
online platforms we are investigating can be related to this “transmedia storytelling”, as their 
main purpose is to support campaigns based on the signed petitions and the donations the users 
make. The organisations dedicated to activism, such as Amnesty International, use this 
storytelling in their own community, because each “taking action issue” is like a story that the 
organisation tells to their supporters, and the end of the story is if they succeeded or if they failed 
in their purpose. 
Continuing with the media, Jenkins states that “when people take media in their own 
hands, the results can be wonderfully creative” (Jenkins, 2006: 23). That is exactly what has 
happened with Amnesty International. Amnesty has a long history when talking about activism, 
and it has taken advantage of the opportunities the media has to offer, by being creative in 
previously unimaginable ways. Thanks to the spread of online activism people are coming 
closer, and this new use of media has even created communities formed around shared 
convictions and ideals, such as Amnesty supporters. Jenkins also mentions some of the changes 
that have come along with the appearance of convergence, such as “new opportunities for 
expression or expand the power of big media” (Jenkins, 2006:16). We can link these new 
opportunities with Jenkins concept of participatory culture. Activism within these new platforms 
has become more active and basically consists of users which are not longer limited to receive 
information, but also to be producers of the whole action. This in a similar way is related to the 
                                               
13
 http://henryjenkins.org/2011/08/defining_transmedia_further_re.html 
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definition of convergence, which Jenkins considers as “change in the way media is produced and 
a change in the way media is consumed” (Jenkins 2006: 22). 
All of this process of convergence is fully supported by the changes between the old 
consumers (who took part in actions by means of ‘offline actions’, e.g. signing petitions on the 
streets, strikes) and the new consumers (who mainly participate in actions by means of “online 
actions”, e.g signing petitions through Amnesty International website). Jenkins defines these new 
consumers as “active, migratory, socially connected, noisy and public” (Jenkins, 2006: 25). 
With all these new changes deriving from the concept of convergence, Jenkins talks 
about an essential point due to media, the concept of access: “not all consumers have access to 
the skills and resources needed to be full participants. The digital divide is giving way to concern 
about the participation gap” (Jenkins, 2006: 31). In a society mostly integrated by media, almost 
everything we do is online based, so for those who cannot have access, it is a huge disadvantage. 
Regarding online platforms, if they do not have access they cannot turn into new consumers, as 
they are attached to the “offline activism”, so they cannot evolve as fast as the own idea of 
activism and the platform itself does. 
 
3. Methodology. 
In this project we wanted to examine how communication strategies lead to taking online action 
on a socio-political activism platform, interact with people’s understanding and knowledge of the 
characteristics of ‘activism’. Assuming this engagement, taking action and communities are 
some strategic features seen in online activism, new user patterns of the Internet and technology 
have enabled a media tool for faster communication between people and organisations. 
Compared to traditional petition signing, going online lets your action travel faster and longer 
than ever before, sometimes even going viral. Computer mediated communication creates a 
physical restraint on the word ‘activist’, but also brings more focus on the written and visual 
message and a larger network of other ‘activists’. Is it a trend to do activism online or is this the 
way activism will go into being in the future? The ways that people (supporters?) understand and 
create meaning when participating in online petition signing can be different from how an online 
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socio-political organisation acts, and wants you to act it out. How are people’s reaction and 
understanding to signing an online petition experienced and what meaning making about online 
activism is created in this process? 
By organizing the meaning of actions and reflections on the experience through 
qualitative research, we believe that we further our knowledge on the action and the subjective 
interpretation of the experience. We chose a qualitative approach for obtaining data, and 
performed two interviews as our main method for data collection, and also spread a 
questionnaire to obtain data from the public. The interview approached is employed as a research 
tool to explore professional’s social action and the forms of practical and tacit knowledge that 
belongs to the supporter’s experience (Tarozzi & Mortari, 2010). It starts from the assumption 
that there must be more to online petition signing than only ‘clicktivism’, and that organisations 
must have a plan for carrying out mass communication. 
Looking into the way that groups and individuals participate in the construction of their 
perceived reality, we move into looking at the concept of meaning. We believe that the process 
going on is dynamic and ongoing, and that people who are acting on their interpretations and 
knowledge reproduce it, thus creating a social construct of reality. A feature of qualitative 
research is about the role of the researcher—or the interpretive subject (Jensen, 2003: 236)—that 
puts the human subject under the scope and allows for a global and continuous form of 
interpretation, compared to quantitative research (Jensen, 2003). 
Signing an online petition is activism per se, but critique, as in form of the nickname 
‘slacktivism’, undermines the action-side of activism, which now can be done from the couch at 
home and not in the streets. Nevertheless, more and more accomplished goals or “successes” can 
be read about on the organisation's homepages and in the medias. Has putting petition signing 
online given it a potential boost, or has it become a strategic plan to reach and keep people 
interested? 
The framework used for the theory was built considering the kind of information that we 
wanted to learn from this project. We made use of the perspectives offered by the different 
authors with the intention of providing us with comprehensible notions and keywords that could 
then be used up against the results from the empirical data. 
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We believe in that to best find out what we wanted to study and to find out what people 
think about online activism and petition signing, was to ask people. Taking this approach we are 
aware that language as a medium is not possible to avoid, as access to social and cultural 
phenomena (Jensen, 2003: 240).  
In order to obtain relevant material for our project to work with in the analysis, we 
conducted semi-structured interviews with the organisation. Originally we wanted to contact two 
organizations (Amnesty International and Avaaz.org), but we could only make contact Amnesty 
International. We had a contact from Amnesty International through which we wanted to obtain 
first-hand feedback about the online strategies behind the platform, so we had an interview with 
their International Growth and Innovations Director. In the interview, we discussed how 
Amnesty International works both online and offline, and how the online dimension has 
influenced the strategies of the organisation both today and for the future. 
There was another expert interview we conducted with the co-founder of Center for 
Artistic Activism, Stephen Duncombe. This Center of Artistic Activism “is a place to explore, 
analyse, and strengthen connections between social activism and artistic practice. Creative 
activism is more than just an innovative tactic, it is an entire approach: a perspective, a practice, 
a philosophy. Our goal is to make more creative activists and more effective artists. We aim to 
win”14. With this contact we wanted to have another point of view about the phenomenon of 
online activism; for this, the aim was not to focus on the platform of this organisation, but on the 
mechanics behind alternative ways of doing activism, and also to get the opinion about online 
activism from the point of view of someone who has a professional opinion of online activism. 
For this, we thought the information from this contact in Center for Artistic Activism should be 
very valid, as even though he might not be an expert on the field of online activism, we still 
consider him an expert on activism. 
With the feedback from the organisation Amnesty International, we wanted to obtain 
first-hand information about the strategies employed to promote activism, and understand from 
an expert point of view what are the different issues at stake when dealing with activism in an era 
dominated by technology. 
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For this reason, it seemed valuable for this project to conduct semi-structured qualitative 
interviews with experts in the field. From their answers in the interview, we could take expert 
opinions which would be then contrasted with the reception that people outside the field have of 
online activism. We make use of Kvale’s theory on interviews (2007) to design and conduct the 
empirical research material. 
Within interviews, the two that were conducted for this project were of conceptual nature. 
The purpose of an interview of this kind can be to clarify concepts (Kvale, 2007) as were the 
case with our intention to address Amnesty International and, secondarily, Center for Artistic 
Activism. We wanted to address experts in issues that we had been thinking about around online 
activism, and the intention with a conceptual interview was to shed light on the way online 
activism works. 
Creating the interview questions we also have help from Kvale and Brinkmann’s (2009) 
thematic research questions, to create interview questions. By doing so, we could formulate our 
question in more everyday language, instead of in a theoretical language (Kvale & Brinkmann, 
2009: 132). 
We follow the approach offered by Kvale (2007) using some of the steps that he suggests 
to conduct the analysis of an interview: 
In the first place, interviewees are let the chance to describe their views about the issue at 
stake. In this first part of the interview, the interviewers listen and there is not so much room for 
interpretation or explanation, since it is a process of data gathering. 
The interviewer also has the chance to condense and interpret the meaning of the 
feedback provided from the interviewee, which then has the opportunity to reply in case he or 
she wishes to add something, correct him or herself, or comment on the conversational situation. 
This process continues until there is only one possible interpretation left (Kvale, 2007). 
Subsequently, the interviewer analyses the recording(s) of the interview(s). In this step it 
is important to start developing the meanings found in the interviews, bringing the subject’s own 
understanding to light, and thereon providing with new perspectives in addition to the application 
of theory in practice.  
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Additionally, our target group was split into two. Not only were we going to analyse the 
feedback from the interviews, but we also wanted to conduct an online survey to have a broader 
spectrum for the analysis: feedback from the people behind the platforms we were interested in, 
and feedback from the users—experience accounts regarding their involvement with Amnesty 
International. We made an online survey with open-ended questions which we distributed online. 
Since the interest is in getting people to express how do they conceive online activism, we 
wanted to address several questions that would provide respondents with a space to freely 
express what their views about online activism are. We are aware that this method can be 
impersonal and diverts from the face-to-face interaction, like in an interview, as surveys are more 
standardised than interviews. We still believe that this form gives us relevant information and the 
form of interactiveness, as like face-to-face interview, when respondents can interact with the 
source of information (Deacon et al., 2007:66). This form of survey would provide us with 
qualitative data, as well as the respondents meaning and experience, which we considered would 
be useful to do the corresponding ulterior analysis.  
The questions we addressed in the online survey aimed at exploring the personal insights 
that people have of the issue of online activism. We wanted to know how much people know 
about the phenomenon, in which ways do they/would they take part in online activism, and how 
can they relate online activism to other spheres of society, namely “community” and “social 
media.” In addition to the expert’s feedback, we would use the data to have a double-view of the 
approaches to online activism. With the information gathered we were capable of learning about 
both sides of the spectrum and focus especially on the divergent points. 
In regards to the feedback from the users, we analyse in the following chapter the 
answers we got from this brief questionnaire that we spread out: 
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1 What does "activism" and "taking action" mean to you? 
2 What connection do you find between "the sense of community" and "online 
activism"? 
3 Why would you take part in online activism? Why not? 
4 What connection do you find between social media and online activism? 
 
The intention with providing respondents with open-ended questions in the online 
questionnaire was to generate qualitative data that would be more interesting and useful to work 
with. We could say that conducting the questionnaire opened the possibility for people to freely 
express whatever they had in mind about the issue at stake, that is, online activism. A clear 
advantage of making use of an online survey was that it was a quicker and easier way to reach 
the target group we were looking for: instead of looking for the target group in specific areas, the 
online survey made it possible for anybody with access to a computer to answer the questions. 
On the other hand, the online survey and the results we obtained from it could be said not to 
provide the same quality of information as face-to-face interviews, since whatever answers we 
get from an online questionnaire have to be assumed sincere. In the case of a face-to-face 
interview, the risk that respondents are not being trustworthy is also present, but considering the 
type of interviews we conducted as opposed to the online survey answers, the possibility of 
getting poor quality data was higher in the online survey than in the semi-structured interviews. 
 
4. Scope of research. 
In order to draw a clear standpoint from which to start and go more in depth with the areas we 
are covering in our project research, the theoretical framework focuses exclusively on online 
activity. 
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As for the analysis, we have limited our reach to specific cases of online activism, or 
more concisely, to the relationships between the strategies that Amnesty International use for 
achieving participation, and the ways in which the organisation communicates with their 
supporters by making them take action. Additionally, we are using another expert opinion from 
one of the founders of Center for Artistic Activism. Although we are not using this organisation 
as case study, we found relevant to conduct an interview on online activism with said founder, 
since we considered he could provide us with a valuable expert view of activism in general and, 
more interestingly, online activism. 
For our target group, we were not focusing on any specific gender or age group. We 
could have done it in order to aim for quantitative data, but as we strongly believed that the way 
to address the audience should be qualitative, we did not find relevant to categorise the answers 
we got in terms of  gender or age. It did not provide any interesting material for us to work with.  
We were not focusing on a specific campaign either. After the mid-term seminar we held 
prior to writing the report, we were suggested to pick a similar practical case from Amnesty 
International and other online platform, e.g. Avaaz.org, on which to base a content analysis, as it 
seemed more accurate. Although this interesting possibility has  been overlooked, we could not 
find any case which would allow us to extrapolate the strategies used there to the global 
communication strategy of both organisations—the main objective of this project work. 
 
5. Analysis. 
The information gathered from the online surveys we conducted, in addition to the expert 
interviews with Amnesty and Center for Artistic Activism, provides us with interesting material 
that we want to analyse in order to better understand what the implications of online activism 
are, how it is seen by both sides of the spectrum (organisations and participants) and where this 
leads us when addressing the research question of this project. 
 In order to provide a comprehensible guide for the reader, we will include each of the 
three sub questions—as exposed in the introduction chapter—under the organisation to be 
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analysed. The sub questions will help the writing of this analysis in which we will address each 
of the three key points that give meaning to understand the main research question: 
-  What are the strategies to reach and inform supporters about different campaigns? 
- What are the strategies to persuade the people to take action? 
- What are the strategies to build and sustain a community of supporters? 
 
A) Amnesty International Website 
When opening  the Amnesty International website the first thing that comes to mind is 
that they are using yellow and black color to make easier recognize the brand, this is because 
branding strategy is one of the most important communication strategies of the organisation.  
 
 
 
 
The web gives the option to change language into French, English, Spanish and Arabic. 
In addition people can select a country to get contact information of Amnesty International 
headquarters. And finally the option of register or login (if you are already a member). 
 
The contents are divided into several sections (6): 
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1. Home: This section summarizes all the content. On the top of the webpage there is a 
dynamic text box with reports and news about the prominent campaigns the organisation is 
working on. 
 
And also there are two subsections under the text box “News” and “In focus” with more 
information and videos. 
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On the right side, four subsections: How can you help, gives the option to donate money, 
join the organisation and/or take action; Human Rights information, where the results can be 
sorted by country or by topic; Campaigns, headlines and a brief description of the recent 
campaigns; and finally, sign up for the newsletters, to get the latest news, appeals and 
campaigns updates. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On the bottom of the page, there are links of the different social networks and channels 
where the organisation has a presence. 
 
 
 
 
2. Who we are: in this section you can learn more about the organisation, about 
Amnesty International, about Amnesty International in your country, our history, our 
people and finally FAQ.  
3. How you can help: in this sector Amnesty International leads the users again towards 
joining, donating and taking action.  
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 4. Learn about human rights: in this section you can learn more about the human 
rights by country, by topic, the campaigns and the human rights education resources.  
5. News: in this section the organisation offers a large variety of news depending on its 
type. 
 
 
 
6. Stay informed: finally, you can stay informed of all the new stuff that happens 
concerning the organisation by social networks, eNewsletters, RSS Feeds and Wire Alert.  
 
B) Communication Strategies and the use of different channels to generate ways of 
engagement in Amnesty International 
- Strategies for informing the citizens 
Christoffer Holm, International Growth and Innovations Director of Amnesty 
International Denmark, pointed out to us in the interview we conducted that the organisation has 
“changed their way of working globally to focus much more on what we call the two-step 
conversion which is much more popular in the campaigning.” The first step towards informing 
the supporters is to focus on their website as when dealing with online communication is one of 
the mainly digital tools they have for “advertising” themselves. Christoffer states that “if we 
want to be able to for example generate more new activists to fuel our campaigns, our 
fundraising, our impact, then of course need to focus on the website.” So the first step of the 
journey to become completely integrated with Amnesty’s environment is to join the cause. All of 
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it is resumed by the organisation’s interest in have a complete integration between them and their 
supporters. “Our traffic is most social media” Holm states. Through the website,  Amnesty can 
collect some users’ contact information. “Once you are there, you will answer name, email, 
telephone number and click send. You will receive a thank you email, (thank you very much for 
signing this petition, it is very important for us, if you want to take the next step then our 
suggestions are for example, share to others, so this way we empower you to do the next thing)” 
(Christoffer Holm) and then the organisation empowers you to continue growing this 
engagement, like for example by sharing to others.  
“What happens here is that thanks to our website and our system with database, we can 
see if it’s people that we know or not, and do the matches. If you are someone we DON’T know, 
we of course want to know how can we retake this one-time petition signer, how can we make 
her/him more likely to sign our next petition” (Christoffer Holm). Then, apart from the website, 
the organisation uses e-mails and sms to keep their members updated, with all the new 
campaigns and the ones they have already signed.  
 
 
- Strategies for taking action and engagement 
The perception of activism as a whole is sometimes related to the channels that are used 
to get people engaged towards taking action. When trying to engage people, the channel is key. 
In terms of online activism, the new ways of online engagement deserve to be analysed. 
For instance, when we asked in the questionnaire “what does activism and taking action 
means to you?”, a participant answered “people asking for my time in Larios Street.” His 
perception is influenced by the way of engagement employed.  
 
When we asked about the connection between social media and online activism, a vast 
majority linked the terms together and pointing out that social media is the channel for spreading 
a campaign. Most of them added that, basically, there would not be online activism without 
Social Media. With these people, the media used defines their perception about activism.  
36 
Online activism platforms must be aware about what channel they use and also how. In a 
society where Social Media has a growing importance, one might think that organisations put 
aside traditional media, but nothing is further from reality. Christoffer Holm told us this on 
traditional platforms: “what we do and what people often forget is word-of-mouth and 
communication and one very important channel is actually the face-to-face. ”Why should an 
organisation stay doing face-to-face when they can address individually their persuasion 
messages by Social Media?” “Dialogue is actually the most advanced form of human 
communication. And I think it’s often disregarded.” Holm also detached the human inspiration 
component that face-to-face dialogue has within. 
Newspapers are seen as traditional platforms these days too. Although their sales on the 
physical version have decreased notably in the last years, organisations are still advertising 
through this channel. Amnesty International decided to buy full page advertisements on the 
seven biggest newspapers in Denmark to protest against an eviction of Iraqis, as they wanted to 
gain influence with the authorities. When an activism campaign appears on a newspaper, it gains 
popularity, even more if the newspaper itself writes a story about the issue. 20,000 signatures 
gain more power if The New York Times publishes a story about it. Christoffer Holm affirms 
that newspaper advertising is part of their campaign: “we would not have done it, we would not 
have placed an ad on the paper to ask people for money, it needs to be integrated.” Stephen 
Duncombe told us that “I bet you that Amnesty and Avaaz, again, is not so much figures on the 
petitions and that they’ve solved such and such; cares about 20.000 signatures and these in jail 
and political dissidents. It’s that if they can get Al Jazeera or BBC or CNN to write a story about 
the petitions, about the person that’s been jailed, then that actually does have a real impact 
because that impacts investment, it impacts foreign relations, it impacts all these things.” 
The strategy in terms of the use of ways of engagement varies according to the country. 
For instance in India, where Amnesty International is focusing its activity on phone calls, as 
there are fewer options of access to the Internet. Amnesty launched a “mystical campaign”, as 
described by Christoffer Holm, where “you call up and hang up, and then we will call you back.” 
Amnesty International managed to contact with over a million people this way. Phone calls are 
still being used on occidental countries, but they do not have a great success though. Mainly 
because many consider calls from organizations as meddling in their busy lives. 
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That leads to a thorny issue: the increasingly huge amount of data that is created 
nowadays online pushes online platforms into a battle for attention, but that attention should be 
achieved without bothering the audience, otherwise their perception would not be the wished. 
How to address a message in order to have attention? The answer might be in SMS. 
Christoffer Holm explained us about the SMS action network that Amnesty International 
is currently carrying out: “how often do you get a SMS that you don’t read? You’ll read every 
single SMS you get. It’s much more personal, almost free and a high quality communication 
challenge. We had to find ways to get into the busy lives we have, and one of these channels is 
SMS. It totally changes the game, first for the engagement and second because it’s instant.” 
SMS also provides an interaction with the user, who can stay tuned after signing a 
petition, as the organisation will send him/her any relevant news about the issue. Interactivity is a 
key term in online activism, and one of the characteristics that differentiates it from offline 
activism. Online activism deals a lot with virtual communities, and consequently also with the 
characteristics of virtual communities (interactivity, variety of communicators, common public 
space and minimum level of sustained membership). In fact, many participants in the 
questionnaire pointed at the strong link between these two concepts: “I guess on-line activism 
gathers together people with the same goal (fighting against global warming, etc.) like in a 
community. So, even if the sense of community is less visible because everything is done online, 
people still have something in common.” Some answers also highlighted the ambiguity among 
these concepts. 
And last, but surely not least, we had to do research on Social Media and its power on 
online activism. It could be quite enlightening to start by quoting Christoffer Holm again, who 
says that “our traffic (Amnesty International) is most social media.” Social Media is much more 
than a way of engagement and a communication channel. Firstly, it provides with interactivity 
and above all a huge feedback. Through the data obtained in social networks, Amnesty 
International  is able to know if they know a user, and if not, they will explore more ways to 
engage with that new user. “What we want to know is how can we make her/him more likely to 
sign our next petition”, adds Holm.  
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Amnesty wants to “integrate a tool that will help us grow our activism and campaigning 
and our fundraising, so we added also nonfinancial transactions.” Sharing the content is really 
important and useful, and through this, Amnesty is able to “have a better picture of how [sic] 
people are and what interests them.” 
What Amnesty is really interested in is interaction, because this way “the success rate of 
contacting them is so much higher than if it was just a photo or just someone stopped on the 
street.” Their main purpose is to create a whole engagement between the organisation and the 
supporters, by seeking if they can maintain supporters longer. “So what we are hoping to do at 
some point is to be able to see if there is someone who is in the risk of blocking out” (Christoffer 
Holm). Then, the organisation will try to make a “deal” with the supporter and find out if there is 
some way that the supporter will still be on board. This approach demonstrates the importance of 
the strategy in Amnesty as they try by all means not to lose this relationship. 
The perception of the audience is quite uniform at first glance, as our questionnaire 
shows. When asked about the relation between Social Media and online activism, the 
participants defined Social Media as an important tool, a vehicle, or even a base for online 
activism. But more interesting is the fact that participants detached the role of Social Media as a 
channel instead of as a gathering tool. 
Some of the participants stated that social media is more likely to lead to slacktivism: 
“Though I do not believe the discourse and consensus that a 'like' on Facebook to Edward 
Snowden or Anonymous is any real support, the social media is way too superficial for this 
course and only serves to distribute information. So the connection between social media and 
online activism consist in the media, not the social”, stated a participant. Some of them think that 
basically “using the Internet as a tool for spreading messages however has been shown to be a 
very effective tool for disseminating viewpoints across the web, but it does create conflict in a 
community because there now exists a recorded history of these things, a transcript of all of one's 
socio-political utterances, that is nearly impossible to wipe away.” 
From web 2.0 and online activism emerges the concept of slacktivism. Slacktivism is a 
term that more often than not is used in a pejorative sense that describes “actions performed via 
the Internet in support of a political or social cause but regarded as requiring little time or 
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involvement”, as defined by Oxford Dictionary15. Those actions have little or no practical effect, 
but just enough to create a feeling of satisfaction to the participants, who feel like they have 
contributed to something. Concerning this issue, Holm believes that  “it’s totally ridiculous, this 
is not the last thing we do, it’s the first.” You need to start from somewhere, and that might be 
online petitions. 
In order to support his point of view, Holm provided with the following example: “in 
2007-2008 Iraqis were refugees in a church because they were going to send back to Iraq while 
at the same time the government was trying to sell more weapons to Iraq. The Danish 
government was on the wrong side of refugees conventions. AI did a petition. 30,000 signed the 
petition in a record time. There were agreements with other organisations. They spread the word 
through online, sms and paper.” 
“Some of the participants donated money afterwards, so it’s not about slacktivism but 
beginning a journey and then take it to a higher engagement level”, Holm argues. Though the 
action was not an absolute win, they forced the government to accept some of the Iraqi refugees. 
 
- Strategies for community building 
The ideal Amnesty Community goes beyond many levels. One of the final levels is “to go 
to our Annual General Meeting and elect the board, and then you can go to the next level which 
is the International Annual General Meeting celebrated every 2 years. By going, you decide more 
strategies and play a big role in the organisation”, Holm states. 
One of the strategies that Amnesty plans for their future is “going further with our 
supporters, both financial and nonfinancial.” The organisation defines itself as “a federated 
organisation” empowered by social media. But because of the language, sometimes it is not able 
to share their perspective and that carries out a misunderstanding from the inside and outside of 
Denmark in this case. “So definitely we are missing out some things here, we should go deeper.” 
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“Also we are missing out on the feeling of being part of something bigger. And for us is 
all about making a global sign. Websites where people can take action and they can see 
themselves taking action in Copenhagen next to someone in Sao Paulo, in Washington, in Hong 
Kong, etc. Because that is the real sense of being part of Amnesty International.”  
Amnesty has also taken an approach that concerns the use of mobile phones. They 
managed to open an office in India. Due to the bounds that local people had, it was not 
appropriate to create a website, as we know that the Internet is not accessible to everyone. What 
they thought it could work was “a telephone website, completely free of charge, where people 
would call and hang up and the organisation would call them back.” “By this way, over one 
million people were reached.” Some of the people did not have bank accounts, so Amnesty 
carried out a new method: “collect monthly donations by scooter, going where the people lived.” 
So definitely, as Christoffer says: “we have to look at the channels, and find out what people use 
and can use.” 
  
 
C) Results from the online survey.  
This part will focus on analysing some relevant results of the survey we spread online 
through social networks such as Facebook. Our method for studying these results was to choose 
some answers from the respondents that clearly reflect upon their thoughts about the idea of 
online activism. These answers include arguments both for and against online activism, which 
provides with a higher chance to link the respondents’ ideas to the concepts discussed in this 
project report. 
In this section the experts’ opinion and the answers from the survey will be mixed in 
order to get the bigger picture of the meaning of online activism, community, social media and 
participation. 
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Defining the notions of collective action and online activism 
Activism is directly related to the idea of taking action towards and issue. In this first 
question, we wanted to know what respondents thought about activism because it is a very wide 
concept and it is interesting how different people define this concept. Also, taking action is 
primordial, so this question has given us a chance to know how people understand this notion of 
activism and if they think that both terms (“activism” and “taking action”) are correlated and 
indispensable for each other.  
The three respondents’ answers we have chosen for this first question do not distinguish 
between the concepts of “activism” and “taking action”, as they conceive it as a whole self. It is 
true that the concept of activism relies on the power of the strength of “fighting” for our ideas, 
but taking action is a term that can involve many ways of solving the issue we are concerned 
about. One respondent answered to this question stating that activism and taking action mean “to 
stand up for your opinion and spread your voice in the sense of signing petitions, taking part in 
demonstrations or similar” (Respondent 5). As we can see, this respondent links the concept of 
activism with signing petitions (among others), just like the whole purpose of Amnesty 
International and their way of conceiving signed petitions as their first little step of a journey 
much bigger. 
The second respondent says that “activism implies more than endearing an attitude that is 
directed towards socio-political change. It involves the very engagement of the self in the pursuit 
of the goal(s). It is more than alignment or partisanship, it is the active versus passive seeking of 
change with a frequency that demonstrates that the motivation for change is the driving force 
behind engagement” (Respondent 19). This answer perfectly defines the ideals that Amnesty 
works with, like the importance of engagement and participation. Amnesty seeks to engage more 
supporters because what they want is to build a relationship that is reinforced day by day, 
knowing which actions each supporter would find interesting due to their interests and concerns 
and by establishing a relationship in which the organisation and their supporters trust each other.  
On the other hand, the next respondent is contrary to the previous ideas, by stating that 
“activism” and “taking action” is “anything more than doing nothing, although it should most 
times be more than passive mouse clicking or cosy-at-home Internet petition signing” 
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(Respondent 12). For this respondent, the conception that Amnesty has of online activism does 
not work at all. We stumble again upon the idea—which not only this respondent has, but many 
others as well—of conceiving online activism as “slacktivism” or “mouse-clicking.” What we 
can see from this answer is that Amnesty should try to explain better their own concept on online 
activism, because people which are not supporters of the organisation can get a wrong idea about 
their online method of signing petitions or donations and conceive it as an activism that you do 
“lightly.” This idea can lead to the misunderstanding of Amnesty’s goals as they can be related 
to a “comfortable way” for taking part in something instead of a new way of joining a 
community that thanks to social media and this “network communication” we have already 
talked about, tries to go further with their fight for human rights.  
Sense of community in online activism 
While we have been investigating Amnesty to do this project, we have found out that 
they have very clear ideas regarding the sense of community, as they seek for a special bond 
between the organisation and each of the members individually. We formulated this second 
question because we wanted to know if the respondents find this “sense of community” in this 
online activism we are talking about. 
One of the respondents stated that “online activism is a sense of community but at the 
same time they seek to influence the community that we (all non online activists) live in. I 
therefore see them as someone who is a part of a community that in the moment seek to help the 
current distressed community to level back to some kind of harmony. Though in this sense of 
anarchism with hacking and leaks I see that there is a very fine [sic] line between doing the 
society a favor and destroying it” (Respondent 8). This respondent has an idea of online activism 
as a way to influence favourably to the benefits of the own organisation, and he highlights this 
“thin line” between doing the good and the bad. It is true that Amnesty, with this new way of 
online activism, has specific strategies. Christoffer Holm indicates some like to “generate more 
activists to fuel our campaigns, our fundraising and our impact”, but their principal motor is not 
only that. Christoffer Holm remarks that “we had very high market penetrations so of course we 
needed new things”, and some of this “new things” are this idea of joining, take action and 
donate. They have worked towards achieving a sense or working together, but as there are 
members who are interested in many campaigns, there are others which are not. Amnesty thinks 
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it is not about harmony, as this respondent answers, “it’s about working together against 
injustice, until every person can enjoy all of their rights.”16 
Another respondent considers the relationship online-community as two-sided. “I am 
ambiguous at this as I find online activism and connections across borders and interest groups 
through various social, connecting, networking media to have proven itself to be tremendously 
powerful tools when it comes to mobilization, coordination and spreading of messages and 
news.” 
One aspect of its powerfulness is the way you are constantly reassured you are not an 
isolated individual or small local group. This is a new sense of community that is strong in its 
widespread redness but will always be weaker than local communities based on concrete 
physical presence and work” (Respondent 17). He/she remarks the importance of this 
“community” as “very powerful” but also thinks it is “weaker” than offline activism. Co-founder 
of the Center of Artistic Activism Stephen Duncombe, remarks the importance of the Internet as 
this online action can be more creative and also because of the rise of the World Wide Web. 
Amnesty works mostly on this new “network communication era” because for them it is easier to 
reach their supporters. So it is than from 2001 to 2010 they grew from 17,000 to 104,000. Holm 
remarks also the importance of Social Media, this power that the respondent was talking about. 
With the more use of social online actions, Amnesty can reach more bigger spheres to make their 
voice to hear. Holm says that “back at 2001, when we had the 17,000 thousand supporters, it was 
a relatively small organisation and it could be hard to get meetings with ministers, departments, 
etc but when you have 104,000 supporters, which is more than the double of the membership in 
two government parties in Denmark, it is so much easier because you have so many friends 
standing on your shoulders.” 
Motivations for participation 
“I would take part if I could really see that the action makes sense like sending emails or 
signing petitions but if it's only sharing something on facebook or similar I wouldn't take part” 
(Respondent 5). 
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“I take part in online activism because it is easier to do it from your computer, sited 
comfortably at home. It is easier and faster, and you feel better, even if, as I said, you just did it 
by clicking a button. I guess I am lazy and I do not want to demonstrate in the streets because it 
means wasting your time because you know nothing will change afterwards. However, 
sometimes you need someone to convince you to take part in online activism and make sure you 
take it seriously” (Respondent 7). 
“I think that online activism has a huge problem. You never know whether the action 
taken is going to become real or if it's just an "online" thing. Whereas taking action directly in 
your "real" community gives you the opportunity to see the impact right away and to ask people 
about how the action is going to be taken. Overall, I'd say online doesn't feel as real” 
(Respondent 9). 
In general terms, the survey reflects that there are two opposed positions regarding online 
activism. Some people have trust issues when it comes to sign a petition online, they do not 
believe that this kind of action makes a difference or can be considered as activism; on the other 
hand there is an  opponent group thinking that taking action in the Internet is easier and the 
messages can be spread faster. 
Christoffer Holm, sees online activism as a new opportunity to spread petitions faster and 
easier, he does nott believe in the pejorative meaning of “slacktivism”, “it’s not about 
slacktivism but beginning a journey and then take it to a higher engagement level” (Christoffer 
Holm). The expert divides activists commitment in different levels -hot and cold- attending to 
the level of implication, where signing a petition will be the first step, become part of Amnesty 
International network the second step, donate money the third step and there would be a fourth 
step where activists take action on the streets (street understood as the non-virtual world). 
Stephen Duncombe thinks that signing online petitions can not be consider as activism 
because this singular action is useless itself, however, he agrees that signing is just the first step 
in social changes and it can lead to a “real action” and that is exactly his opinion about the 
strategies of organisations like Amnesty International. “I’m pretty sure this guys are not satisfied 
with you clicking, they are using that for a secondary purpose to them [to] get you to move 
further off” says the NYU Professor, Stephen Duncombe.  
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The role of social media 
In the past few years Social Media  has become a very important part of activism. 
Internet users draw on this social networks to express their ideas and opinion, and some of them 
are protests messages for environmental movements, human rights, animal rights or against 
political actions. This could be consider as online activism. 
With this question we wanted to become acquainted of users vision about the relationship 
between social media and online activism. 
“Online activism is promoted through social media. Social media has become an essential 
and interesting tool for social activism” (Respondent 7). 
“Social media creates a community and that is the base for activism, so it makes sense 
that online communities created by social media engage in online activism. But, taken into 
account that sometimes social media can alienate people, I feel like the activism taken through 
those networks can sometimes be "lost"” (Respondent 9). 
“The dichotomy between the hidden self, the anonymity of the Internet  of the past, and 
the very local and personalized WebSphere of social connections changes online interactions in 
different ways. Online activism is easy to dismiss, and often i find when it enters social media, it 
is easy to avoid or disassociate further with interaction by members of the online community 
using some of the functions available to social media networks, whether through unsubscribing 
to posts, or muting. Of course this is the form of everyday sociopolitical activism that is rife in 
social media, it is tantamount to copy and pasting and button pushing. It is often times only a 
mere echo of a standpoint and other times merely a poorly constructed soap-box. Using the 
Internet as a tool for spreading messages however has been shown to be a very effective tool for 
disseminating viewpoints across the web, but it does create conflict in a community because 
there now exists a recorded history of these things, a transcript of all of one's socio-political 
utterances, that is nearly impossible to wipe away” (Respondent 19). 
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The respondents agree on the benefits that social media provide to activism. It is an easy 
tool that everyone who has Internet can make use of to spread social messages around the world. 
Two of  the respondents also agree on that a community can be originated from this Social 
Media but that this communities sometimes do not work completely. 
Stephen Duncombe: “it’s so easy to actually click [...] So my hunch is that this people 
that are doing this online petitions, the primary goal is negligible, it’s really the secondary goal 
which are actually where the bang for the buck comes from.” The professor thinks of the 
connection between social media and online activism and concluded that using social media for 
online activism is just the first step and it is easier to sing an online petition in the privacy of 
your home where no one can judge you. 
Christoffer Holm: “but then a very simple quotation goes to this mobile site and share the 
link on Facebook to make the link to the social media, to share it and if we get all shared we can 
get the ripple effect.” In his expert opinion, Christoffer coincides with the respondents in seeing  
the Social Media as a tool to take the first step and spread the message. This makes clear that 
there is a relation between social media and online activism. 
 
D) A critical approach to the empirical data 
This analysis has helped us explore an insight into the different spectra of online activism, 
from organisations to users in addition to external expert opinion about the issue of online 
activism as a phenomenon. Accordingly, the following section provides with a comprehensive 
outcome to the results of the research material so as to address and answer the research question 
that gives meaning to this project. 
 Questionnaire 
 
In the questionnaire we asked people to think about activism and Social Media. In this 
section we analyse the responses we got in connection with critical theory on web 2.0. 
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Engagement  
When we asked what people think about “activism” and “taking action”, we find relevant 
Katerelos & Tsekeris’s (2014) notions surrounding web 2.0, as these involve the dynamic 
interaction between not only web 2.0 and social life, but also between the virtual and the real life. 
As respondent 7 writes in, answering question 3: “I take part in online activism because it is 
easier to do it from your computer, sited [sic] comfortably at home. It is easier and faster, and 
you feel better, even if, as I said, you just did it by clicking a button. I guess I am lazy and I do 
not want to demonstrate in the streets because it means wasting your time because you know 
nothing will change afterwards. However, sometimes you need someone to convince you to take 
part in online activism and make sure you take it seriously.” The respondent finds it easier to 
become engaged from home, instead of taking to the streets. The person would not normally be 
engaged in activism, but when online there is an opening to do so. 
Also, Katerelos & Tsekeris (2014) point out that “the web 2.0 inspires and strengthens 
individual and collective self-expression and improvisation, while it also rapidly fuels and 
spreads the flows of activism and protest.” Within this we find that respondent number 11, 
answering to question 3, mostly does online activism if “[…] I think that my friends will find it 
interesting or if there is humour involved.” Here we see that the person is referring to his friends 
(the community) and how that depends on him/her participating or not participating, but humour 
is also an important aspect. Normally in most forms of activism, being social or political is not 
something one would associate with humour, but humour has the potential to personalize the 
message/content or context, allowing for the person to give it meaning, and therefore engaging. 
But, as Cobo (2012) points out, “the mere inclusion of the web 2.0 platforms cannot be 
theorized as a guarantee for citizen engagement and participation”, and we meet this same view 
with respondent number 13, which states that he/she “[…] wouldn’t take part if I did not know 
enough reliable info around the action.” So, for this participant there is ground for doubt about 
the content and does not motivate for engagement. 
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Taking action 
The respondents, when answering the question about taking action, refer to the term as 
“to take an active role in different situations” (Respondent 16, Q1). As respondent 13 answered: 
“[Taking action is] anything more than doing nothing. Although, it should most times be more 
than passive mouse clicking or cosy-at-home Internet petition signing.” We can see that he/she 
expresses something very close to Van Dijck (2009), saying that users of web 2.0 are more 
passive users than creative actors, meaning that clicking a petition is passive, and maybe ‘doing 
something’ would imply making the petition? As the respondent does not comment further, we 
do not know where the limit would be, if it is creating content, instead of clicking on it or 
actually doing more ‘traditional’ activism and taking to the streets. 
 
Community 
Fuchs talks about the downsides of web 2.0 and notes that there is a difference between 
fandom community and political community—and writes that participatory culture that has risen 
out of the web 2.0 is mostly about “expression, engagement, creation [and] experience” (Fuchs, 
2013: 57). Respondent number 18 makes a similar remark: “I am ambiguous at this as I find 
online activism and connections across borders and interest groups through various social, 
connecting, networking media to have proven itself to be tremendously powerful tools when it 
comes to mobilization, coordination and spreading of messages and news. One aspect of its 
powerfulness is the way you are constantly reassured you are not an isolated individual or small 
local group. This is a new sense of community that is strong in its widespreadedness [sic] but 
will always be weaker than local communities based on concrete physical presence and work” 
(Respondent 18, Q2). And we understand that for this user the community feeling will be 
stronger when there is face-to-face interaction. 
From the respondents we now move on to Amnesty International and the interview with 
Christoffer Holm. 
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Interview – Amnesty International 
In the interview with Amnesty International we learnt that it is important for them that 
the users can and will, at several levels, share the content they create. Most of the time the 
sharing will be either by word of mouth, text or through social media communication. As Holm 
points out; “people who find action on mobile, every single one of them if it’s not a political 
reason will be in Facebook, they will know how to share a page and they will feel gratified 
because it makes and absolute sense to them to get the message out.” Here we find some 
connections to use of social media and it correlates with Katerelos & Tsekeris (2014) writing that 
the web 2.0 systematically inspires and strengthens individual and collective self-expression and 
improvisation, while it also rapidly fuels and spreads the flows of global activism and protest. 
Sometimes sharing content does not even have to be motivated by activism, but as Katerelos & 
Tsekeris point out, it might still be the case that it “fuels and spreads the flow” even though there 
may be more layers to this than only activism. 
Again here, Fuchs (2013) critique becomes relevant, as he states that “the revolution [The 
Arab spring] was not caused by Social Media, but only supported by them. For Fuchs the point 
to make is that with web 2.0 there is no doubt that users are creative and active, but how many of 
the users are actually active and what degree of activity and creativity their practices have. Fuchs 
(2013) thinks that there are other forces which have more influence in the content-making 
process. And yes, in this case Amnesty International is the creator of the content. But still, 
Amnesty is in some ways in a different position than a ‘normal’ corporation steered towards 
maximizing income, because their income is also what makes them able to do their work. 
Gaining more supporters also gives the organization momentum when performing campaigns 
and for putting pressure on social or political contexts. 
Cobo (2012) points out that the mere inclusion of the web 2.0 platforms cannot be a 
guarantee for citizen engagement and participation, and that is probably also the reason why 
Amnesty uses different channels, including only petitions, to spread their exclamations. 
The term ‘slacktivism’ has been used about online activism and is a phenomenon from 
which Holm distances himself, pointing out that: “it’s totally ridiculous, this is not the last thing 
we do, it’s the first, you need to start from somewhere”, as for him and Amnesty International it 
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is a question about getting people to take the first step and become ‘warm’ instead of ‘cold’. If 
we take the standpoint of Fuchs critical voice here, it becomes clear that petition signing from 
this angle is a market strategy made to attract new ‘customers’, or activists. Fuchs writes about 
the web 2.0 and points out that in order to exist, capitalism needs to change and requires novelty 
to survive, and in this case Holm also mentioned that Amnesty changed their strategy in 
2006/2007 and from those trials they changed their work globally to what they call the “two step 
version”; great value would be generated if we could contact people who had first taken an 
action, ask them to become supporters and begin a relationship with them, simply because they 
would not compare to others. With ‘others’ he refers to people who have not taken actions 
through any of their channels. 
 
Interview - Stephen Duncombe 
From the analysis of Amnesty International and their communication strategies, we move 
on to Stephen Duncombe, from the Center for Artistic Activism, for his expert opinion about the 
subject. 
As an introduction, Duncombe talked about how, in his opinion, the landscape of activism 
has changed radically in the past ten years. Now, it is not about ‘taking the streets’, but rather 
about occupying spaces or lobbying in physical space, and also that most people in the west are 
now spending a lot of time everyday performing digital communication. For him, the use of 
media (as an activist) has only seen the beginning stages of thinking about how to use it 
effectively. 
He puts himself in line with some of the critiques of web 2.0 (Van Dijck, Fuchs, 
Katerelos & Tsekeris) as he says that the Internet has a lot of emotional content that is spread 
through an electronic landscape with signs and symbols, being very brief—in 140 characters or 
so. What has happened to activism, he says, is that there is less and less activism being done only 
on a local level or national level, and that is because a lot of the corporations have become global 
actors. “And I’m gonna make the provocative statement to say that they are useless, as petitions. 
Er, essentially because cost in always has a relationship with benefit out. Ok?” 
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For Duncombe, the way online petitions are done today it is useless, not because they are 
not generating followers, but because he says that politicians are figuring out how much energy it 
takes for a person to click on something and generate a signature on a petition. For him there is a 
lack of level in content, and he believes that they are thinking, if they only invest that little effort 
there, they are going to spend that little effort in following up on it. 
From his experience with activism, Duncombe knows the strategies that companies like 
Amnesty International are following and guesses what Holm from Amnesty described about the 
potential activists who became ‘warm’ signing a petition. But what he shares with Holm is the 
view that petition signing can be a baby step for getting more involved in activism, or as he puts 
it, “it can motivate people to step off the curb and into the street of activism.” 
 
After the analysis that has been exposed in this section, we will round up in the following 
section with the conclusions that we can draw from the data that has been analysed here. 
 
6. Conclusion. 
If we combine the results from the feedback provided by the experts’ opinion and from the 
online survey, we can reflect upon theoretical notions referred to in previous sections to develop 
the following concluding remarks. 
 The expert insight about the matter of online activism led us to understand that people 
have ways to actually become engaged by making use of the online sphere. This means that the 
strategies devoted to online participation do have an impact offline. Nevertheless, we shall not 
forget the possibilities that the Internet and social networks bring about cannot be considered 
separately from the more direct interaction between users. The online is a supplementary tool 
which can actually work, but the goals that online activism pursue can only be fully 
accomplished if it is followed by simultaneous offline action. 
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 In the same lines, the advantage that new technologies have is that there are faster and 
more efficient ways to get to the people, which means that the collective action in activism has 
the potential to reach a lot more people, thus creating a bigger network, which then means further 
reach. Consequently, there is a higher chance that there will be more people joining and more 
possibilities for enforcing action. Although the risk of the so-called ‘slacktivism’ remains 
present, and is perhaps an inherent aspect of online activism, the evolution of social networks 
towards activism seems to have potential. It is a slow pace evolution, but if we take the positive 
side of it, we can see that the opportunity is there, and it has to be promoted and boosted so that 
the upsides can outweigh the downsides. From this perspective, online activism can be a helpful 
complementary tool to enforce change—but we do not have to forget that, still, what seems to be 
the most important dimension of activism is actually the offline, that is, getting hands on with it. 
As for the communication channels, Social Media is an effective one for online activism, 
but it is not as fruitful when engaging people. The simple and superficial structure of social 
networks—Likes, Retweets, shares...—is more likely to lead to slacktivism, and the level of 
engagement achieved is not as strong as through other channels such as face-to-face. On the 
other hand, this simplicity helps to distribute the information towards a wider audience through 
social networks, and at the same time provide a useful interactivity with the user. 
But when dealing with Amnesty International, an organisation that depends on getting 
supporters and donors, they follow market strategy on an already overflowing market looking for 
people and capital. Amnesty is thus in a position where they can create socio-political change 
from their capital, and are utilizing the features of web 2.0 to create momentum for change.  
SMS might be the best channel for gaining the attention of the individual without being 
too intrusive. Phone calls usually disturb you, and you do not pay attention to what they are 
saying because somehow it is like an invasion to your private atmosphere. Messages in 
newspapers, TV or radio are impersonal and do not allow for interaction, so the engagement will 
not be very strong. But with SMS, the organisation spreads the message individually while they 
give the receiver the freedom to access it whenever he/she wants.  
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 Online activism is a field that stills need some time to be incorporated as a part of 
people’s everyday life, and more importantly, their everyday online life. People are aware of the 
existence of this forms of activism, but at the same time are not really informed, interested and/or 
convinced about them. The results that we obtained from the online survey do not to provide 
very good quality feedback. There seems to be a lack of knowledge, habit or interest that prevent 
people from really being capable of providing with a thoughtful inner impression about what 
online activism really mean. 
 Additionally, there is always the threat of ‘slacktivism’ hovering around, since the 
practicalities of using online tools (e.g. faster interaction, bigger reach, easiness of use) can at the 
same time turn into obstacles for real action becoming effective, if the commodity of doing 
activism online turns into ‘clicktivism’ and thus no tangible action ever takes place. 
 On a conclusive basis one could say that we have learned that when letting the Internet, 
or Social Media, be the channel for activism, a sense of connection is being lost, but at the same 
time replaced by a sense of community feeling. Anyway, this community feeling can also be a 
pitfall, as this local community has been replaced by a more global and complex one.  
 Finally, it is also interesting to point out the idea of the “digital divide” we refer to in 
theory. If we apply Baym (2010) to the results of the analysis, the digital breach that seemed to 
be a significant issue for having part of the society join the phenomenon of digital activism, we 
learnt that there are alternative ways to bridge the digital gap. This means not that there is no 
digital divide—perhaps it is an issue that will always be present—but that the organisations, or at 
least Amnesty International, try to reach even those who are most isolated from the digitally 
connected societies. And this brings an interesting subject to light, which is that even in places 
where there is even no proper infrastructure for its own inhabitants, that does not prevent these 
people from showing charity by making a contribution to a major cause they feel engaged with. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Interview with Christoffer Holm 
 
Christoffer: I have been in Amnesty Denmark for almost 6-10 years and then I went on to the 
International Office in London where I still am but I work from here, so I am the International 
Star Rector over there and very much of integrating what we call our activism or mobilization 
and fundraising. So let’s smack down in your questions. 
 
Sebastian: just to do the following we will be recording it.  
 
Christoffer: yes. And is it for your master’s?  
 
Erik: yes, not the final thesis but part of our project for this semester.  
 
Sebastian: well we are interested in looking at this online petitioning signing. We were also 
open to get Avaaz involved but we are not shared if we can get it. I went to a talk yesterday 
about artistic activism which was very interesting so hopefully we can get meet him on monday 
as well. He talk a lot about getting off the curve and getting into action, but we are interested in 
the more strategic approach towards petition signing. 
 
Christoffer: yes, that’s cool. But I don’t know if for your structure and so on do I go on with the 
questions of if I just go away. 
 
Erik: well if you think it’s okay. You have already looked at the questions I sent and so on, so 
we don’t need to be structured in a specific way so if you find it more comfortable for yourself to 
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tell us about all this thing about activism and how it works and how do you see from the 
perspective of Amnesty International which actually works. 
 
Christoffer: yes, I can totally and also take the strategic level first because that was actually 
very much what we were piloting here in Denmark back in 2006/2007 and actually from those 
pilots we did on those tests and those analysis we were based on, we are now changed our work 
globally to focus much more on what we call the two step conversion and much more popular in 
the campaigning which in a way we have always been doing. But because when you have an 
organisation, you have departments, teams and so on and they might go in different directions 
with different focus and so on and because we are and old organisation we are very grassroots 
based and there has been a tendency that our activism looks internally to the activists we already 
had and fundraising looks also internally to the donors we have but also very much externally to 
the affective donors. But there was a disconnect between the two and that was we tried to have a 
go at in Denmark, because we could see from the fundraising perspective that there was great of 
value and then more money to end our mission and more money to have impact. That great value 
generated if we could contact people who had first taken an action, ask them to become 
supporters and begin a relationship with them, simply because they won’t compare to others. 
And what we did when we made that approach, was that professionally they were cheaper to 
acquire so the investment was less and that is always good. More important, their average 
donation was high, they were more primed, more ready, they knew more, the first conversation 
was better because we would say: Thank you so much for your commitment and your activism 
on our campaign to for example, close Guantanamo, would you like also to support financially? 
Of course they are more primed. It’s simple. And thirdly, their retention rate so their loyalty was 
better. 
We also went the other way around to look at our existing supporters, the ones who were 
donating financially, and we did a research and said: okay so those who only donate financially 
against those who donate financially and are what we call engaged supporters, that are the ones 
who take actions, answer sms petitions, sign online, sign petitions etc. Again we see that those of 
the existing supporters we could ask to get on to do human rights campaigning again their 
retention rate would be better and they would be more likely to upgrade their support all and all 
again something very very important to improving the lifetime of the supporters and of course 
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the relationship between us and the supporter. Add more quality to it simply, so that there is not 
one dimension only about the financial actions but that also includes what we do and why we do 
it. 
Then we are moving to the organisational perspective. Amnesty is of course a movement and it 
is in such our dna to combine activism and fundraising because our impact depends on people 
who are taking part, and our work is 100% financed by these people as well. So of course that 
should in an organisational setting totally integrated, but it wasn’t so we had different 
departments and different things. So what we did was to….. And yeah and example in 
organisations and everywhere else or incorporations is that you spend a lot of time writing 
strategies and some of these could be 30/40 pages long, everybody would make their chapter and 
then when the strategy has a nice front page on it and the democratic board said yes, everybody 
says yes and calp and put in on the draw, and maybe they would take it up and then read their 
own chapter but it wouldn't’ be integrated with the other chapters. So trying to integrate to 
unleash some of that power we found in integration of the two step conversion, and of engaging 
our existing supporters. So we said: ok, how can we make our strategy come alive and become 
integrated? So instead we made a strategy map, one page, a map where we would draw 
illustrations where we would draw the new change. So to show how the work from different 
departments would drive the dynamics to the next department or to the next area for it and we 
would add key performance indicators so for example the activism team not only had indicators 
on activism but also on getting in touch with new activists who then could we warm people we 
could talk to from fundraising and getting more warm people in we would have better 
fundraising success; if we have better fundraising success we can front more work and if we find 
more work we have more success to report back to our donors; and if we can do more work we 
can also have more impact, so we can better achieve our mission.  
So that one page strategy makes quite difference and at the same time and it was not entirely 
planned but on the other hand we have a website but we needed to change our website. And 
because we were doing this process at that time, we looked at the task of building in the new 
website on the new way. So of course our website should be an expression of the strategy. And 
that is actually the still current website, so it is actually quite old and Amnesty Denmark would 
change now but it is actually lived as it is now for 5 years or so, which I actually think is quite 
future proof actually of what we did. 
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So we have some things from that strategy that we say: OK so if we want to be able to for 
example generate more new activists to fuel our campaigns, our fundraising, our impact, then of 
course need to focus on the website. So with that mark we went on and build the website.So one 
of the keys of our website is the 1)watch the problem, 2)what do we do 3)what can we do. All of 
this is very very essential almost everywhere. It’s not as it used to be the strategy but it’s still 
there so that was of course if we do have news, if we have a press release, if there’s an action, 
always have an action on it. Because we are not a news agency, we are not a media house, our 
purpose is to drive people to take action in the line of something that is really really bad in the 
line of achieving something that is really good. So that was the essence of the website and 
changing that and giving in way the strategy a place to live that was built for that. And that 
totally drove participation. 
From 2001 to 2010, we grew from 17,000 thousand supporters and going down, to 104,000 or 
something like that. In the beginning in child was driven face-to-face but we could see around 
that exact time when we did the strategy that that was slowing off for obvious reasons we had a 
very high of market penetrations, less talking to all the prime suspects, so of course we needed 
new things. So this was fundamental in going to the next level of 15,000 to the 100,000 to have 
this integrated approach, to generate new activists and to convert them into donors as well.   
At the same time our income or revenue also multiplied by five, so both people and income 
showed a parallel story which again I believe shows the power of this approach and the focus of 
not only money but people and money. 
So in fundraising a key terminology always is: we turn on investment, so how much do we get 
back for what you invest? And of course we need to look very focused on that KPI.  
What we then did is look at money, negative and positive. So in introducing the new strategy we 
invented a new dogma or word which was return on engagement, because we could see that 
engagement was driven value and that investment was actually the trigger to find that value.  
And also from an organisational internal perspective, having that also makes everybody essential 
in achieving a goal because then it’s not only a fundraising goal to grow, but it’s also a 
campaigning goal and it’s also a lobby goal. 
So back at 2001, when we had the 17,000 thousand supporters, it was a relatively small 
organisation it could be hard to get meetings with ministers, departments, etc but when you have 
100,000 supporters, which is more than the double of the membership in two government parties 
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in Denmark, it is so much easier because you have so many friends standing on your shoulders. 
So from all areas of our work, this was the route to impact but also virtual circle because if you 
have impact and go back to the donors and say: hey we did it! this is the next channel, the next 
step we take. Please help us to do this and we believe we can do it, we have an ambition on 
doing it because it’s proven that we have done it before. So yeah, absolutely essential.  
So this is the quick kind of background on that change and why that was so essential for us.  
So one thing we have speak a little about online as a channel which of course is very very 
important. Since then of course we have social media back in 2007 and so on but it’s another 
world today. We have sms but again in a way it states the same but other things have changed. 
So other thing we also did was to introduce an sms action network so where you could get an 
Amnesty action on your phone, very short, 160 characters, so it’s a challenge for the organisation 
because Amnesty is very academic and to some extent it’s very academic. I have a campaign 
called “bring the human back to human lives” because sometimes I think that our researches are 
so focused on the policies and the law that they squeeze out the human story and impact because 
they focus on the law. Both things are important to be able to speak to people, to know people. 
We are not lawyers, we need to illustrate on the ways.  
I read some research a while ago that said: an adult in the global north in the 70’s would see 
around 700 marketing messages on a day. 40 years later, they can’t really decide what is the 
number but between 12 and 12,000. So we are under constant bombardment. In other words, we 
are in a battle for attention. If we can’t get people’s attention, then it doesn’t matter the quality of 
what we are saying, the greatness of what we are trying to achieve if they don’t hear it, see it or 
feel it.  
So we need to find ways where we can get into the very busy lives we have from starting, 
working, studying, getting the kids of kindergarten, cooking, watching tv, sleeping, etc. And one 
of these channels is SMS. How often do you receive an sms you don’t read? It almost doesn’t 
exist. You would read almost every single sms you get, because it is a much better personal. It’s 
not like email, you get restless. And this activism network was introduced, it’s free, the only 
thing you pay is the traffic cost for sending and sms message. It’s free but is very high response 
and high-quality communication channel. So we can send out a message saying: this woman in 
South Sudan is at risk of the death penalty because this and that, and  you can sign to the petition 
by responding to the sms. That story can actually be told in 160 characters.  
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Was Ernest Hemingway who wrote a very short story that was very emotional which was: baby 
shoes for sale, never used. That is of course a very powerful story because you suppose that baby 
died. You don’t need big words, if you do it right and have right ideas you can totally tell a story. 
You can have a link, etc to read more. These actions, depending on the strength of the story, 
between 40-60 percent would add their name to the petition. What that does it totally changes the 
game. First of all for the response rate and the engagement level but secondly because it’s almost 
instinct. We have blessed out the sms, I think now the network is 60,000 people, some are 
existing donors, some are to be donors in a way or have been donors. We send it out and within 
minutes it would have a thousand responses. Within an hour will have 10-15-20-30,000 
responses. It’s mind blowing for an organisation who used to use that kind of thing in paper.  
Speeding off the paper which is an important point. In 2005 we had a huge campaign about 
banning torture in danish law. We won, which it was amazing 150,000 people signed our 
petition. Notes of them on paper and online but because we didn’t have the integration paradigm 
of the retainment engagement at that point, we only thought of the name, give us your name and 
that’s good enough for the petition. This meant we couldn’t get back to people. We couldn’t get 
them back and say hey it worked, or even the other way, if it didn’t worked: hey it didn’t 
worked, we need a push, ask five friends, ask your mum, whatever. And finally, for an 
organisation as Amnesty, that lives on our image and doing things right, not having any kind of 
data checks you can’t maintain that relationship. Otherwise if you have the relationship, and 
people are responding on an sms, if you do it online and you add on fields of email, telephone, 
address, etc, you get higher quality data to have higher quality relations but also to increase your 
impact, the power you have in front of a government or somewhere, you increase that as well.  
Again, all comes together, feature each other but actually grow each other, so I think that is very 
important.  
So this is a very important thing from the fundraising perspective and it totally adds value and 
it’s in itself something that should be applauded and advertisement as something fantastic 
because the more we can grow, the more impact we can have, it’s increasing our capacity for 
impact, but at the same time it’s increasing the quality of our campaigns, it’s expanding what we 
can do, and that is why are we doing what we do, that’s why we work and why people support us 
and sign our petitions. So it’s actually not just to grow the money but it’s to grow our campaigns, 
our mobilization and our impact.  
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So in a way I think a lot of that, there is a lot of writing and talk slacktivism, which I think is 
totally ridiculous because this is not the last thing we do, it’s the first one, and it’s the easy step, 
and like any other things in relationships or whatever, there is a first kiss, then is marriage and 
then more, you know? You need to start somewhere and the point here is not to stop at the first 
stage but it is actually to see if this has a chance and to go on, so this is actually to take 
something further. 
We have an example that illustrates that really well, but also how t can add a totally new 
dynamic to an integrated campaign was back in 2007 or 2008, when a number of Iraqi because in 
Denmark got refugees in a church, because they were about to be kicked out and back to Iraq, 
actually depressingly enough at the very same time the Danish Parliament was debating sending 
more heavily armored vehicles to Iraq to protect the soldiers. So of course these Iraqi who have 
fled the country, who were refugees status, the government didn’t recognised this status and 
wanted to send them back because they said: you have nothing anything to flee from, it’s safe. 
So after a while Amnesty got in and said: sorry danish Parliament but you are not doing this in 
respect of human rights, you are totally on the wrong side etc. So we made a petition. In record 
breaking time, I think 30,000 or so signed that petition. There were concerts with other 
organisations in the city square where we were asking people, sending sms, adding to the paper, 
etc.  
 
Sebastian: was that an online petition or an sms? 
 
Christoffer: online, sms, and paper. So all three, it’s not one or the other it’s all of them and we 
also added email and telephone as well so if something happened we could get back to people 
and say: if we did it or if we have a problem here we have to fix. So we had all of these people 
who supported us but more importantly who supported the Iraqi and our call to get the Danish 
government to support, to live up with the conventions we signed with all the rest of the world.  
Then, the minister of integration refused to meet with us and refused to receive the petition of 
these 30 or 40,000 people who actually donated that time to do this. She refused to acknowledge 
their call to action. What we then could do was to go back to these people, email them and say: 
hey, the minister doesn’t value your opinion, she doesn’t accept human rights, would you help us 
make everybody in Denmark aware of this and make it impossible for her to ignore your call? 
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And the call to donate, because this was something we hadn't planned so we didn’t have money 
for it. So we decided how to get this out to decision makers and on to everybody. The answer 
was to buy a full page, or maybe it was a double, but let’s say a full page advertisement in the 
seven biggest newspapers in Denmark, add the names and write: Dear Minister, we desire you… 
etc. And of course we needed the money to get seven newspapers fullpage at tomorrow, so lets 
ask for donations. And of course people went: yes, I want to support this, I want to take this 
further. This is the whole point, this is not something we can plan or have a strategy around 
because it’s a narrative, a story, a campaign, and a campaign changes, it has it’s ups and downs 
and it has its moments. In the end we didn’t win but we made everybody aware that this was 
happening, that the Minister was not following the rules and that is winning itself. But also we 
won in terms of increasing our capacity of having more impact the next time, because many of 
these people the next time we asked to do something, some of those they only sign the petition 
but some took the next step of donating to get in the newspaper. Some of them took the next step 
to go to the demonstration, so it’s not about slacktivism but is about beginning a journey and 
then take it to a higher and higher engagement level. And actually, I don’t remember the number 
I’m afraid but some of these got asylum in Denmark. We forced the authorities to take up some 
of that cases again and I believe it’s a huge victory for that person and for everybody 
participating on it, although it’s one.  
So I think this is a really clear example that this is not about a d-generation of activism or 
something that is just so easy that doesn’t mean anything but it’s actually easy because of new 
technologies and it’s a lower treasure and easy for lots of people. But how can that be bad that is 
easy for you to participate and you don’t have to meet with those who have been working for this 
in ten years and who is a little close society or group that meet every thursday for coffee and 
biscuits or whatever they do? This actually opens it up, it becomes more democratic I believe 
and I think that is the big change and we want to take it to the next level, to crowd much more of 
what we do, also in terms of report. Another way of work is research and reporting. But the data 
are there. Over the last two years more data has been created than in the entire human history 
before those two years. It’s crazy, there is so much data that we of course are buttonlike, our 
motor of working of having researches who go out and interview people which is so important 
and so much quality. But how we tap into that huge thing happening out there ever growing, 
reporting, about violations, or the six people they arrested yesterday on Tehran for doing the 
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video Happy of Pharrel? how can we crowdsource and then interact and validate that data? how 
can we validate that reporting to expand? I totally think we can. It’s all about starting with people 
of somewhere else, like in the UK where they now have a system where people are invited to 
online go through scans of sells lighter, and it’s all for look for some simple things. And what of 
course they are looking for are transformations in the sells. But there are millions of data or 
pictures to go through. How can they do that? Only if they have a way of engaging people, 
maybe not for that in the first instance but for something easier.  
So the supporter journey can go from what some people call slacktivism but actually that goes 
somewhere really important. I mean, if we can map out all faces I think that is really amazing 
and that it can demonstrate what activism can do in the next face and that is why we begin to 
choose our shared brain and skills which I think it’s all of that, the perspective of what I think it’s 
the first face and the next one is coming and has already started. 
 
Erik: no well it’s very good because you have gone to all about what we wanted to find out and 
explaining all about what is really the petitioning thing which is actually what you say that the 
key point is that is the first step to go somewhere further and you, this organisation and we 
people need like a grow commitment and from this first stage as I say, go further to all the steps.  
 
Christoffer: it’s all about empowering the supporters. If you don’t have anything to empower 
them well, then they will only stay as petition signers, which is important itself but they would 
not go on. But if you empower them if you give them the tools to do the next thing, for example 
the sms action that went out from Amnesty Denmark this last week or maybe this one. This sms 
action it had the action, and when you replied you got of course a thank you and information 
about where this petition goes, but then a very simple quotation goes to this mobile site and share 
the link on facebook to make the link to the social media, to share it and if we get all shared we 
can get the ripple effect. Again people who find action on mobile, most of them are young, every 
single one of them if it’s not a political reason will be in facebook, they will know how to share a 
page and they will feel gratified because they feel this action is important as they have taken the 
action, and of course it makes and absolute sense to them to get the message out. And network 
communication to get that total bombarding we live under in terms of marketing messages and 
things that try to grab our attention thousand and thousands of time through the day. One thing 
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that caughts a bit to that is this network communication, so the communication received has 
more traction, it caughts better through although not totally of course. So that is of course 
important, otherwise we drawn.  
 
Erik: and then about the communication channels what would you say that are the most 
important or what are the most relevant offline and online communication channels, because you 
have the internet, we have the platforms, we have the sms and the telephone, but how do you 
spread your voice completely offline because I guess you also have some sort of strategy beyond 
the use of sms or Internet? 
 
Christoffer: actually not a lot. Because we are in such a problem marketplace and we can’t, I 
mean, some years ago Pepsi used to pay millions of dollars for example to be on the Super Bowl 
commercial break. They stopped that a few years ago and said: OK, how can we get a better 
traction with this money how can we get a better return on investment on this money? What they 
did was to make a movement for health, which is a paradox because of course it’s not so good if 
you drink Pepsi, but they wanted to have another relationship with their customers, they wanted 
to user other strategies. So, big corporations like that are trying in a way to go into our field, so 
the movement feeling, the feeling of being all together it’s not only ours but their are other 
players going for that kind of emotion. 
Also endomondo the app for training, it’s building a movement and that’s what we should do. 
But they are of course doing it and they can put in money and we are out of that game. We do 
some of course, some above the line advertising and so on and outdoors but it’s actually very 
very limited, it is extremely limited and when we do we try to do it on ways were it totally 
integrates with the online world. Of course with our mobilization calls. For example the ads on 
the paper which is just a part of the integrate campaign. We would not have done it, we would 
not have placed an ad on the paper to ask people for money, it need to be integrated. We are 
lightweight and we shouldn’t spend and we can’t spend money like that.  
What we do and what people often forget is what-of-mouth and communication and one very 
important channel is actually the face-to-face. That can be seen as very limited, only fundraising 
but also we do chances of things where it builds into our activism. For example we also have 
teams now who try to regroup people for the sms appointment so the board ask people for 
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money, for signing for activism and then let’s see where that goes. But in a way that this kind of 
approach is often disregarded because it doesn’t look great, not a big advertising agency that has 
made a powerful poster or whatever, but is actually the most advanced form of human 
communication. And I think it’s often disregarded, the value of that is often not seen so when 
you see organisations who do branding exercises and so on, they focus on print, on images and 
so on, but they totally forget how to translate the human dialogue. Then, our straight line or 
whatever this madmen call it, doesn’t really matter because if it doesn’t translate into human 
inspiration, I wouldn’t use it if it doesn’t relate to that. So we would do petitions mostly or sign 
up people for our activism channels is what we would focused on if we do it off. 
 
Erik: so I was thinking but could you please just go over again let’s say to the process that a 
petition goes through whenever if I or any of us fill all the data and we click on it and then we 
sign the petition.  
  
Christoffer: if it’s an online petition you come to our website and it starts before then because if 
you go to the website for something, people don’t find our website, you need to get there, and 
what our traffic is most is social media. Social media drives all the traffic there, so that is why 
end up there, in the website. 
Once you are there(in the website), you will answer name, email, telephone number and click 
sent. You will receive a thank you email, (thank you very much for signing this petition, it is 
very important for us, if you want to take the next step then our suggestions are for example 
share, to others, so that this way we empower you to do the next thing. 
What happens here is that thanks to our website and our system with database, we can see if it’s 
people that we know or not, and do the matches. If you are someone we DON’T know, we of 
course want to know how can we retake this one-time petition signer, how can we make her/him 
more likely to sign our next petition. Then try to do that if we have email, via sms or phone call 
to last your next action, maybe to join, etc. 
One important thing is that usually in organisations or charities five years ago but actually quite a 
bit still today, we will only look at sort of the contact information, like name, address, etc and 
financial transactions. But that is a very poor image of a person, it’s not a 360 degree. What we 
added because we wanted to integrate a tool that will help us grow our activism and campaigning 
and our fundraising. What we did was also to add a non-financial transactions to the data that we 
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if people are happy to share that is always welcomed and if people are happy that we share it 
include that so we know and have a better picture of how people are and what interests them, if it 
is human rights, guantanamo, what is your trigger, what do you want more actions around. 
  
Sebastian: so you can actually track what people share as well or no? 
  
Christoffer: no, because Amnesty we are a bit reductant because also we are very big on privacy 
so we only want to go as far as we want others to go, so it need to be permission based, we don’t 
want to do anything that is not that. 
So, we will then send you a number of actions, see how it gets you out, if you are only happy 
about one and you don’t take actions the next times, and maybe you will be reactivated by the 
next real big thing like the next crazy big thing. 
But what we want is to interact, at some point we will say ok this one thousand people we now 
think they are ready to be called to get a thank you for having taken all of these actions by having 
done so much for campaigning, then we call them to ask them if you want to go out for an 
engagement. And of course the success rate of contacting them is so much higher it’s a factor 
345 compare to people if it was just a photo or just someone who stopped on the street. 
So that is essentially the process and it can sound advanced but actually it’s total logic, it is 
pretty simple. It is all about trying to have and understanding and plugging that on the 
understanding engagement levels, that’s all about. 
What we actually also do, one very interesting thing that we are trying to do is actually to try and 
see if we can actually use this type of knowledge to keep people on board as supporters longer 
than they would have if we didn’t. Some people when you start with Amnesty it is not necessary 
to be for life, and of course you are ask some day but maybe sometime you loose the willingness 
or the ability to do. 
So what we are hoping to do at some point is to be able to see based on this transactions and so 
on, to see if are there someone who is in the risk of blocking out, we will then keep calling and 
say: hey you are so important for us, your donation is so important and your activism is so 
important would it make a difference for you is we ask you for less money? Would you then stay 
longer? We  go on that direction because of course we don’t want to lose the money but we also 
don’t want to lose the relationship, we want to keep them on board and empowered, sharing what 
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we do, and inspiring other people to take action. So that is actually one of those next steps that 
we think it could be very interesting to take. 
  
Erik: so in that sense this is the way that you all want to make people feel like a personal 
engagement with Amnesty International? and also about the theory we have been reading, some 
of the authors mention this problem with the anonymity, as anonymity in a way is very important 
because people have to be anonymous in order to feel that they can do something and that they 
are not going to be targeted in any sense, but on the other hand people need to feel that they 
really are part of what they want. 
  
Christoffer: they need the ability to say I don’t want be contacted, but they take the action 
because it is important. If they think that is important they will mostly likely to think it’s 
important to share this to get the message out and I think it is not about you or the organisation, 
it’s about your activism and your support. 
  
Erik: what are your strategies for the future, like what do you want to improve, such as your 
communication capacity or more engagement, more people? 
  
Christoffer: one of the things is going even further with our supporters, financial supporters and 
nonfinancial, going much further on that. There are lawyers, doctors, etc which are supporting us 
when we are only asking for their money only for their signature, that is a very big mistake. 
Another one for us in Amnesty which Avaaz has taken years ago, is that Amnesty is a federated 
organisation, so we are Amnesty Denmark, Norway, Brazil, South Africa, South Korea, etc, 
because we have our digital state, like Amnesty.dk, etc. Because of that, we totally miss out on 
the international perspective on the double perspective and we miss out on the power of social 
media. More than the 50 % is media connection inside and outside Denmark and we don’t 
understand each other because if I share an action from Amnesty Denmark in facebook they 
don’t understand a word in danish, it doesn’t make any sense. We are missing out some things 
here. 
Also we are missing out on the feeling of being part of something bigger. And I also teach 
internally and digitally: we are Amnesty Internationals not Amnesty International, that is the 
71 
simple truth, how it is. And for us is all about making a global sign. Websites, where people can 
take action and they can see themselves taking action in Copenhagen next to someone in Sao 
Paulo, in Washington, in Hong Kong, etc. Because that is the real sense of being part of Amnesty 
International. 
For us, that is a big innovation that is a big step, but that is only because we have been seeking. It 
is what our organisations have done. On the other hand I think that we are much more advanced 
than someone like Avaaz for example in terms of the use of mobile. I think mobile is the next big 
thing and telephone actually in some areas of the world is the big thing in a way that Internet is 
not available to everyone, because for Internet you are depending on either mobile Internet 
access, cables, etc. For example, in India last year, we have just opened an office in India, we 
have Amnesty there because we were not allowed before, but we finally were allowed and we 
started. We thought: ok, how we start? of course there are huge issues in India, so we started 
with the nonfinancial model. We want to build the movement. So my idea was: hey we have to 
make a really cool website and blablabla, and my colleagues told me that wasn’t a good topic 
because where we were in India people are not fluent with it, are not rich, the distribution of 
Internet is poor, etc. So what we did instead was to make a telephone website, so you call in and 
welcome to the Amnesty blablabla, press 1 to do that, press 2 to do that, and in the end click here 
to sign a petition. 
  
Ana: was free of charge the call? 
  
Christoffer: that we did as well. Part of that campaign was a mystical campaign which is you 
call up and hang up, and then we will call you back. Because again people might have shared 
telephones in a family or and extended family or they just are watching very very ideally what 
they are spending their money on, etc. In 2 weeks time, we got in contact with over a million 
new people. We were just like: what? what happened here? it was crazy and people just loved to 
be part of this campaign, loved that Amnesty finally watched underground. So it was Amnesty in 
London and India telling what was going on, what to do, and that is a hope so that changes the 
whole picture. 
I said: ok this is amazing but let them try to go on the supporting journey, and ask them for the 
next action and also let’s ask them to donate. This people really wanted to donate but the thing 
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was that many others didn’t have bank accounts, but they still wanted to donate. So we were like: 
ok, what do we do? do we have skype meetings and discussing and so on and one colleague said 
why don’t we take scooters and try out where they live? because they have said they wanted to 
donate. So we thought: ok, why not? and we did that, and then they do monthly donations by 
scooter. And I think that is so inspirational. This are very poor people, who don’t have bank 
accounts they can’t give money regularly, but they are super engaged with the organisation that 
they want to give when we come around with the scooter. And we can apply the same strategy 
and do the same things, but sometimes how we execute those things, not in the death penalty 
kind of institution but on what Amnesty works, we have to look at these channels, and what 
people use and can use. 
Other than that I think that just people in the world which are very much alike and do the some 
things. 
  
Sebastian: You began talking about online petitioning as well but also about making people 
warm, so is then this online petitioning the beginning of the journey, by becoming part of the 
Amnesty community? 
  
Christoffer: Totally. 
  
Sebastian: And then what is the ideal Amnesty Community? 
  
Christoffer: There are so many levels. I mean, one of the final levels of course if you go to our 
annual general meeting, is a democratic organisation, so some of the members in Denmark, the 
super engaged, will go to the annual general meeting, will decide on Amnesty Denmark, 
positions on policy, etc. but also elect the board, the board hires the director, the director hires 
the staff and if you are on the board you can go to the next level and go to the international 
annual general meeting which is every 2 years and decide more strategies. So you can go all the 
way and play such a big role in deciding what we are doing and what we are. 
 
 
  
73 
APPENDIX 2 
Interview with Stephen Duncombe 
 
Sebastian: So, yes, Steven. Thanks for joining us [...]
17
. We know you are involved in the Center 
for Artistic Activism. 
 
Duncombe: Yeah. 
 
Sebastian: And, we know that you’ve been activist or active for a long time as an activist in 
different ways. Erm, so can you short, just, as an intro, what is your take on activism, what kind 
of activism are you doing today? 
 
Duncombe: Well… I think the terrain of activism has shifted pretty radically in the past 10 
years. Uhm, in so far as we literally have er, another sort of battlefield, to use a military 
metaphor, which is not just about taking the streets and it’s not just about, you know, er, 
occupying spaces or lobbying in physical spaces. But it is also this entire world of which most 
people, at least in the west, are spending four or five, six hours a day, which is the world of 
digital communications. And so, I think one of the things we’ve seen is that all activists had to 
grapple with how to use this new media, um, and how to use it effectively. And I think we’re 
only into the beginning stages of thinking about how to use it effectively. The work that we do at 
the Center for Artistic Activism really is less to do with the online per se, but of course we use 
digital practices all the time, but really trying to figure out in a world of digital communications, 
um, in a world which is hyper-mediated, um through er global television, er… cable news, 
through Facebook, through YouTube, through er, er, er, Instagram, or [...]. What are the sort of 
techniques that are going to be effective, what are the techniques that are gonna be useful? And 
that means actually looking more to the performative than to… and the provocative, and the 
affective than to the cognitive, and, er, to the sort of classical effective. 
Um, and why that’s so is a bit of a surprise, actually, because the Internet is creative as a way to 
create its way to conduct scientific research and actually do really textual communications and 
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data communications. But with the rise of the world wide web what ended up happening is it 
became highly sort of a [...] landscape. If you look at what, you know, trends, picture of cats, 
pick pictures of cats, ok, and that’s because they’re emotional, that’s because they’re common, 
that’s because everybody loves a cat, ok? And so what we found actually is that, er, this sort of 
new terrain, uhm, is a very oddly for this disembodying electronic landscape, a very emotional 
terrain, when it’s very given to signs and symbols, brief on 140 characters, er, you know, get 
your message across, and a snappy. And also it is very much about network communities, of 
course, and that’s actually, in some ways, it’s made this very old fashioned idea of connecting 
with people on a personal level, brought it back into vote, in so far as now you have to learn how 
to make those personal connections, those emotional connections, er, but in this new digital 
space. 
 
Sebastian: Yes. You mention that the activist landscape has kind of change in the last year, is it 
only due to the, to sort of this technique? Or? 
 
Duncombe: Well, I thinks it’s due to a couple of things. One has to do… I think the primary 
thing is this edge in this sort of new, new landscape in which to work, but part of that expansion 
is also having a much more ultimate knowledge of other activist practices around the world, uh, 
in so far as, you know, I knew, literally, the night when Tahir square was occupied. You know, 
and not only did I know it, until actually I saw it, so when they posted YouTube videos of it. And 
that changes everything in a lot of ways, it allows sort of tactics to rack and share around the 
world. And I know you guys are studying Avaaz. And Avaaz is sort of banking on this idea that 
in this new globalised society you need to blow, and Amnesty as well, is you need to, er, 
mobilise a global communities as opposed to just a national community. 
And I think that’s the other sort of thing that it’s changed, is that very little activism happens on, 
in local or national scale anymore, because the people you are working off and against are often 
not national actors, but they’re global actors, certainly anybody who is used to work with 
corporations, have worked with global actors. 
 
[People joining] 
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Sebastian: Thanks. Yes, we were talking about a little bit about activism and wanted to see kind 
of like what has changed in activism in the landscape, as Steven was telling us about. And 
wanted to ask you how artistic activism is different from online activism. I guess it’s kind of isn’t 
as well…? 
 
Duncombe: It is, it is… One of the things I think it’s important to think about online is all’s 
there said and done. Online is just communications, ok? And I think this is really important thing 
to think about, all of this is a medium, and literally a medium is, here is X, here is Y, that’s the 
medium, what’s in between X and Y. Ok? So it’s as simple as that. At one time it was the 
telephone, at one time it was the telegraph, at one time it was the voice. The electronic 
communications isn’t when push comes to shove... Isn’t some metaphysical mystical sort of 
thing. It’s just the medium. Now, all mediums privilege certain forms of content, ok? And I think 
that’s the difference here. It0s that, what we’re trying to figure out is, what sort of content would 
travel well in this new communications medium? And what we are arguing essentially is artistic 
expression, performative, a mobilisation with signs and symbols, creating spectacles. And that 
travels particularly well through this conduits, erm, particularly with the transition from just the 
Internet to the World Wide Web and the use of images and so on and so forth. Uh, so, what 
we’re concentrated on is, to use a very crash term, creating content, um, and we’re not too 
worried about the delivery system, because we think, you have to think about the delivery 
system, you have to think about can you create a performance in a 20s byte, so it can travel on 
YouTube. Can you actually communicate your idea in symbols that exist as a picture, ok? But, 
er, we are really interested in not concentrating on the media but concentrating on the content in 
which it’s gonna have to travel through the media. But also we believe in, uh, even though we 
spend six to seven hours online, some of us, right? We also spend at least, what? 18-17 hours -
get rid of the sleep- doing this, ok? And then actually the performative, and the sort of 
spectacular and symbol-cued work in the old-fashioned physical landscape as well. And so that 
we’re interested in something that can work on both landscapes. But understanding that it’s 
gonna work in physical landscape for a given number of people. But then it’s also the successful, 
it’s gonna have to be over the trans-lay, in a digital communication form, with a much larger 
audience as well. 
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Sebastian: So, the next thing is visual activism, maybe, having images that’s strong enough to 
actually engage people. 
 
Duncombe: Well I think, yeah. One of my friends, David [...] who is one of the lead activists in 
the Seattle protest against the WTO. This is what? 11 years ago, and they shut down Seattle. He 
once said to me: “To have think of every demonstration as a picture, because that’s all you gonna 
get.” And he really meant that quite literally, ok? Which is “you’re going to get one picture, here 
in the newspaper, you’re gonna get one picture picked by Al Jazeera, CNN and BBC and your 
entire politics have to be encapsulated in that picture. You’re not gonna control the captions, 
you’re not gonna control the article around it, but you can control the picture if you do it well.” 
And so, it’s about, you know, it goes back to cute pictures of cute cats, ok? Which is, you have to 
deliver the cute cat, um, you have to do that [...]. Cute cats have no content, as far as I can figure. 
Our job is harder, we have to deliver a picture that also has content. 
 
Sebastian: And effect, which comes with it. 
 
Duncombe: Yeah. 
 
Sebastian: Yeah, ok. Can we ask you directly? Like, what is your view on online activism? 
 
Duncombe: I think it’s, it’s, it’s complicated. Ok, and I know you guys are doing online 
petitions. And, so, I think’s a complicated… And I don’t know if this came out in your 
conversations with Amnesty and Avaaz, but I think that online petitions work at three or four 
different levels, ok? One is they work as petitions, and I’m gonna make the provocative 
statement to say that they are useless, as petitions. Er, essentially because cost in always has a 
relationship with benefit out. Ok? And so what that  And so what that means is that any 
politician has a very clear understanding -or any corporation- has a very clear understanding of 
how much it costs someone to click on something and generate a signature on a petition. And 
they’re making a calculation, if someone is really spending that little effort there, it’s gonna 
spend that little effort in actually following up on this. Ok? Now, petitions, you know, in the 
constitution of the US is actually written into our constitution that you have the right to petition 
the government. What they really meant was you’ve the right to physically deliver a petition to 
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the US government, ok? By actually mobilizing bodies, getting people actually sign on a piece of 
paper in order to prove to the US government that this is a valid political concern. 
All of this take a great deal of effort, and of course to calculate the numbers, if you can amass a 
great deal of people to sign a petition and then deliver that petition to the government [Sebastian 
and him comment on a random incident taking place outside the interview setting]. 
Anyway, ok, uhm, so in any case the long [...] of it is it’s so easy to actually click. I’m fairly 
convinced that, you know, most governments, most of corporate bodies have people who are up 
to ask. When you get 20,000 signatures, you just don’t. Okay, now, that doesn’t mean that’s a 
tangling function, okay? It also serves as a function. I don’t know if they were honest with you 
guys about this, is that it’s a recruitment for the organisation, which is essentially they, yes, it 
makes people feel that they are doing something, and insofar as they, taking that first act, then 
these organisations which are actually quite sophisticated at political manoeuvring, lobbying, can 
then follow up with those people in such a way that those people already feel involved in the 
campaign. So they’ve made this sort of by clicking on this, while you actually doing nothing you 
are signalling both the organisations and to yourself that you made some sort of commitment. 
And then when Avaaz or Amnesty come back later and say “hey, we are running this campaign, 
would you like to do x, y and z” you are “I’ve already done a little bit.” Or, often the case: 
“Would you like to contribute to x, y and z”, “well, I’ve already done a little bit, I’m part of this 
campaign now, and yes I would like to do that.” Okay? So. And then the third thing is, is it has a 
secondary media impact, okay? Which is, well, the how should we say, uh... 
My university, for example, uhm, petition, people are petitioning regularly because my 
university has all sort of bad things. Alright? Uh, and I’m usually one of the ones generating this 
petitions, right? And the president has ignored us for about five, six, seven years. Literally, just, 
“we don’t care.” We even got big vote and no confidence, but they were electronic vote that was 
like “we don’t care.” Then the NYTimes wrote a story about the petitions, and all of a sudden he 
had to care. Okay? 
And so I bet you that Amnesty and Avaaz, again, is not so much figures on the petitions and that 
they’ve solved such and such; cares about 20.000 signatures and these in jail and political 
dissidents. It’s that if they can get Al Jazeera or BBC or CNN to write a story about the petitions, 
about the person who is being jailed, then that actually does have a real impact, because that 
impacts investment, it impacts foreign relations, it impacts all these things. So my hunch is that 
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this people that are doing this online petitions, the primary goal is negligible, it’s really the 
secondary goals which are actually where the bang for the buck comes from. 
Now, I think the danger of this, sort of stuff, is that, you know, what you’ve heard this 
clicktivism, you know, the idea of I just click on this and I figure I backstage on something. And 
I think there is a valid critique there, but I think that critique often misunderstands how people 
get involved in politics. People don’t wake up one day and say: “I’m gonna be a political activist, 
and I’m gonna go join an organisation, devote my life to, you know, uh, making sure political 
prisoners aren’t in jails.” 
They take baby steps. Uhm, and the clicktivism is a baby step. If it’s not followed up, then it can 
just stop there. But organisations like Obama’s and Amnesty International are in the business of 
following up on those things. Okay? And, so, what they understand is that, it was like the thing 
there is a long road for engagement, and there’s a lot of little steps that you take in order to do 
that. This is one of the little steps. 
Um, with this [...] work that I do, one of the [...] we use culture as a resource. Uh, things like 
popular music, images and so on, is that those are baby steps for people. Uh, again, it’s very 
scary to be a political activist, um, even in a country like this where your activities are protected, 
but it’s not so scary to go to a rap show, sth like that. So if you can use that as a first step into 
something else, then that becomes a little bit easier for people. 
 
Sebastian: Why is it important to get this people to do all the bab… Or is it like a certain amount 
of baby steps? And where are you going after taking these baby steps? 
 
Duncombe: Well, that’s, that has to do with the organisations. I think immature organisations, 
uh, and the danger of the petition is that the petition is the beginning of the end of the campaign. 
And I think that’s ludicrous. My hunch is Amnesty and Avaaz both of which were smart-going 
organisations do have a series of steps about levels of engagement: we have people who do this, 
then it will fall to that, we’re gonna lose 60-70% on each time, but sooner or later you get people 
very involved in this sort of thing. There’s no exact amount of steps, but I think that what is 
important is to have those steps. 
Another way to look at this is the difference between tactics and strategy, uh, getting people to 
sign a petition is a tactic. A tactic does very little good in as, it’s in, part of a larger strategy. And 
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so the larger strategy might be that we are getting people to sign a petition in order to get people 
more engaged in the campaign, in order to either raise money or get people to lobby their local 
embassies. We’re also gonna get with the scientific [...] in order to generate media content which 
should then pressure the governments and so on and so forth. So if you think about it in terms of 
one step and a larger strategy, then it starts to make a lot of sense. But as a tactic in itself, I think 
it’s unfortunately [...] totally meaningless. 
 
Sebastian: Yeah. Hmm, you were talking about this online networks, or the networks that are 
being created with the social media and so on. And now that we are talking about Amnesty and 
Avaaz, the kind of network that is created there, can you call an activist network, or…? 
Community maybe? 
 
Duncombe: [He says hi to somebody he knows and thinks about the question]. So I think, are 
they an activist community? They are a community of communications, that’s it. Okay? Can they 
be used to create some sort of action? Yes, they can! Can they also be used to not creating any 
sort of action but just click “I like” and things? That can happen too. It’s really what happens to 
their crew. Okay? How are they mobilised and, eh, yeah, how they’re mobilised and how they’re 
actually used it and turned it into activist or not into activist. I think that the mistake often when 
thinking about digital communities is that they ipso facto are something. They only are 
something insofar as they are actually doing something. Someone who says “I’m an activist” and 
you ask them: “Ok, so, what have you been working on lately” and they go “Well, I don’t really 
do anything, but I think of myself as an activist.” To me, that’s relatively useless. 
Meanwhile I talked to many people who say “I’m not an activist.” And I’m like “Oh, that’s 
interesting, what do you work in, what are you doing?” And then like “Well, I’m really working 
on creating this community garden over here, and try to mobilize the neighborhood residents to 
do that.” And I’m like “Ok, you’re not an activist, but that’s fine, you know, you are obviously 
doing it.” So I’m much more interested in the outcome and the actions than the selves’ definition. 
But I think, you know, is, I’m sure you’ve heard all of this, is that, that, these communities are 
relatively weak communities. Because their communities are people who essentially 
communicate to one another, forward communications, and that’s not, that’s actually not a very 
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deep set community. It can become something, but it can also stay at that level. A lot of it has to 
do with the organisations that are working with that community. 
 
Sebastian: Yeah, erm… I don’t know if I have any more questions for you. Have you guys? 
Erm, like maybe just the last one. How the online technology contribute to your view of artistic 
activism? Or could? 
 
Duncombe: I think that it’s again, it’s… I don’t think about it in terms of, sort of online 
technology. I just think of it in terms of an environment. Uh, and that, you know, this is as much 
of an environment as this. Just like there’s something we can do and we can’t do here, there’s 
certain modes of communication and practice that would work better on this space, that wouldn’t 
work in a different space. The same thing with this: this is just an extension of our lives at this 
point. Uh, it’s one of the places in which we inhabit, it’s part of the world. 
And so, for me, whether I’m an artistic activist, or whether I’m a legal activist, or whether I’m an 
electoral activist, I have to understand how this thing works. How people communicate, what 
sort of messages get passed on, what are the possibilities but also what are the limitations. Uh, 
the type of communities which form on this. And then they just [...] to that into the types of 
campaigns they do. First it’s like going back to “I believe that, uh, there’s sort of the type of 
content we create, and the people we work with create, work with, works very well online. 
Because it’s emotional, because it’s visual, because it packs a story in a very small, uh, space, 
uh, because at its best it demonstrates it’s own test with just a simple symbol. All this things 
travel well on the Internet. Long criticism and manifestants don’t travel the Internet. Nobody 
reads fast [...] paragraph. People should know that, ok? Uh, you know, uh, legal campaigns don’t 
travel well on the Internet, because they’re too technical, they’re too expert-driven and so on and 
so forth. 
But other content travels really well on the internet, including this sort of artistic activism, 
creative activism I’m interested in. 
 
Sebastian: Maybe to round up, like, you talked about this slacktivism, about not really doing any 
activism. And I know that you are talking for people getting off the curve. How do you see sort 
of like… How do people get off the curve, from just click, to getting… 
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Duncombe: Well, it’s a bit in, if anybody takes the next step. I mean, to me, clicking is you’re 
looking off the curve, right? That is is that you wanna do something, uh, you’re interested 
enough to do something, something that speaks to your interest. Uh, but again, it all depends on 
what the follow-up is. Uh, like I said, I’m pretty sure this guys are not satisfied with you 
clicking, they are using that for a secondary purpose to them get you to move further off. 
Whether for them it’s just making a contribution, because they’re professional activists or what 
they’d like then to do it’s then further engage people. Um, but I think it’s like it is, stepping off 
the curve means taking steps, and this is looking off the curve, it’s not stepping off the curve, 
that is looking there. It’s expressing an interest. 
But you’re gonna lose 50 or 60% , because 50 or 60%, actually, you know, or whatever 
percentage it is, are probably not all that into in being activist, but are more interested in just 
looking. 
Now the cool thing about the Internet, let’s gonna put this last thing, I want to say that, um, it is 
interactive. And I don’t mean interactive in the terms that, that in upon itself is politically 
desirable or not desirable, it may be, it may not. But, it’s not a broadcast medium in which of all 
us just watch what someone else transmits. The natural form of the Internet is: you send me a 
message, I send something back. I get a Twitter feed, I retweet it, right? It’s this back and forth. 
And so, what we’re starting to see in places like, you know, uh, in Plaza del Sol, in Zuccotti 
Park, in Tahrir Square, is forms of organisation which are much flatter, which are much more 
horizontal, uh, which demand people’s participation. And I think where we learnt how to do that, 
had to do with the Internet. It just came naturally to a generation that says: “I’m not gonna listen 
to someone talk to me, I’m gonna talk back!” Ok? And that’s what created the models of 
organisation which when they moved off the internet into the street, they brought that with them. 
 
Sebastian: Thanks a lot. 
 
Duncombe: You’re welcome. 
